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ExaMPLE.— A Policy for £1,000, effected 30 years ago by a person then aged 30, 
would have increased to £1,819, or by more than 80 per cent. 

In the cases marked * the Bonuses, if surrendered, would be more than 
sufficient to extinguish all future eee, and the Policy-holders would still 
be entitled to share in future profi’ 





JARVIS-CONKLIN MORTGAGE TRUST -CO. 


UNITED 8TATES AND LONDON. 


AUTHORISED OAPITAL ... 
SUBSORIBED and PAID-UP 


-» $6,000,000 (about £1,237,000). 
«+ $1,500,000 (about £309,000). 
This Company has its own offices and agencies throughout the Western States 


of America from the Mississippi River to the Pacific Coast for the investment 
of money. ° 


It acts for Insurance Companies, Banks, Trust Companies, Solicitors, and 
private investors, in the United States and Europe. 


Its business and assets are officially audited by the Bank Commissioners of the 
States of New York and Connecticut, 


It issues its own Debentures at 5 and 54°/, for five or ten years, and receives 
money on deposit for fixed terms from one to three years. 


Full information on application to the London Office, 95, Gresham- 
street, B.C. 
: E. L. SHELDON, London Manager. 
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The Solicitors’ Journal and’ Reporter. 


LONDON, JANUARY 18, 1890. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


. Ir or — in — oo Mr. . ustice divposed 
air sample of the whole, that list will not be very quic i 

of. On Thursday his lordship disposed of his first case; which was 
begun before Christmas, and lasted eight dayr, and commenced a 
second, which is likely to last several days, to be followed by a 
third of similar magnitude. 





Ir 1s unpERsTOoD that the Superannuation Bill of last session is 
to be re-introduced into Parliament, and, as the proposed clauses 
are of a subversive nature, altering Acts which have been in force 
for years and taking away rights which have long existed, the 
officials of the legal offices are understood to be taking measures: 
with a view to procuring a modification of the provisions. 





We vunpeastanp that the position of matters with regard to the 
call of solicitors to the bar is as follows:—The four inns of court 
jvined in a request to the Council for Legal Education to incor-. 
porate in the Consolidated tions relating to Calls to the Bar 
a regulation enabling a solicitor who has been five years in 
practice, and who has given twelve calendar months’ previous 
notice of his desire to be called to each of the four inns. of 
court and to the Incorporated Law Society, and who produces a 
certificate from the latter society that he is a fit person to be called 
to the bar, to be called on passing the Final Bar Examination. 
wodlan cn hcbniegs ine tay tamok soea Lonmeniianalin 
meeting on , when to the incorporati a 
provision to the effect suggested in the Consolidated Regulations, 
and gave directions for its preparation; and we believe that the 
revised ions will shortly be issued. The earliest date at; 
which a solicitor can be called to the bar under the new regulation: 
will be Easter Term, 1891; but the practical effect of the change 
will be to enable a solicitor to continue in practice up to the time 
when he changes his branch of the profession. 





Ir THE sTATEMENT which appears in the Zimes is correct, the 
course which we ventured from the first to indicate as the proper 
one to be d in Malan v. Poonp hon-chslesh boen adegheck In 
discussing the question of trial in camerd (ante, p. 42) we said: 
‘* The fact is that the compliance of the ies to an extent which, 
as Lord Expon said, made the judge y an arbitrator between 
them, should have been carried further, and, if it were desired to 
keep the circumstances of the case private, an arbitration ought 
to have been decided on in the first instance.”’ It is stated that 
the parties have now agreed to regard the trial as an arbitration; 
and we presume the result will be that the case will not be capable 
of being cited as an authority for the innovation 8 | 
sanctioned by Mr. Justice Denman, which could not be. justi 
on any ground hitherto recoguized by the courte, and which, we 
have reason to believe, met with as decided disapproval from some 
of the learned judge’s colleagues on the bench as from the Attorney- 
General in the opinion on the case submitted to bim. 








Ir THE PRovistons of the new Anglo-American Extradition Treaty 
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are correctly summarized in the telegrams which have appeared | the instance there given of indorsee claiming against acceptor and 


this week, they constitute a most material extension of the Treaty 
of 1842. Under that, the crimes in respect of which extradition 
could be obtained were only murder, assault with intent to commit 
murder, piracy, arson, robbery, forgery, or the utterance of forged 
paper. It is stated that the new treaty adds to these attempt or 
conspiracy to murder, manslaughter, counterfeiting or altering 
money, uttering counterfeit or altered money, burglary, embezzle- 
ment or larceny of any sum or article of the value of 50 dols. and 
upwards, rape or indecent assault on females, malicious injury to 
property whereby the life of any person is endangered, criminal 
scuttling or destroying vessels on the high seas or on the great 
lakes of North America, or attempting or conspiring to do so, 
assault on board a vessel on the high seas or on the great lakes 
with intent to destroy life or do grievous bodily harm. The pre- 
vious treaty contained no specific exclusion of political offences ; 
but, as the President explained in submitting it to Congress, all 
political offences had been carefully excluded from its scope. Of 
course, however, in accordance with section 3 (1) of the Extradi- 
tion Act 1870, the new treaty expressly provides that crimes of a 
political character are not to be included in its provisions, and 
that if a prisoner can prove that the requisition for his surrender 
has in fact been made with a view to try or punish him for an 
offence of a political character, he is not to be surrendered. It is 
diverting to observe that certain other provisions of the new treaty, 
which are visited by the Times with ridicule or censure, are mere 
reproductions of section 3 of the Act of 1870. 





In tHe case of Wood v. Gregory (43 Ch. D. 82) Mr. Justice 
Noxrx declined to follow the precedent set by Mr. Justice Kay in 
Re Stedman” (W. N., 1888, p. 119) and by Mr. Justice Currry in 
Willis v. Willis (38 W. R. 7) that in a partition action, as a 
general rule, an immediate sale would be ordered without the 
usual inquiry at chambers to ascertain the persons interested in the 
property. This seems to have been done by Mr. Justice Kay in 
Re Stedman without regard to any special circumstances in the 
case, and he said generally that the shortest and least expensive 
way was to prove the title in court in the first instance. For this 
= too strict evidence was not deemed necessary, and an 
affidavit by a competent person was allowed to be sufficient. The 
same course was adopted, again without allusion to any special cir- 
cumstances, by Mr. Justice Carrry in Willis v. Willis. In Wood 
v. Gregory, however, Mr. Justice Nortn declined to accept these 
as authorities that in all partition actions the title to the property 
was to be proved in court, instead of an inquiry being directed in 
chambers, although he allowed that this was a proper course in 
simple cases, and especially when the value of the property was 
small. In that case it was estimated at £10,000, and the interests 
of the parties depended upon a complicated pedigree ; consequently 
the usual inquiry was directed. It would certainly be convenient 
if, upon a mere matter of practice of this kind, the judges of the 
Chancery Division could ugree upon a uniform rule of procedure. 





Ow aprtication in the Queen’s Bench Division for judgment under 
R. 8. C., ord. 14, where the claim is in respect of a dishonoured 
cheque, refusal by the master is a matter of common occurrence on 
the ground that the indorsement of cleim on the writ of summons 
(or pleading) does not state that notice of dishonour has been given 
by the indorsee, the plaintiff, to the drawer of the cheque sued 
upon: we therefore direct attention to the necessity for this re- 
quirement being satiefied, in order to avoid the delay and expense 
of adjournment and smendment which result from this omission. 
The Bills of Exchange Act, 1882 (sections 73, 29, 47, 48, 39, sub- 
section 4, and definition ‘‘ Holder,” section 2) seems to necessitate 
notice of dishonour being given in the case of s dishonoured cheque 
in the same manner ‘as if it were a bill of exchange, except in the 
eate of excuse for such notice being given pursuant to section 50. 
The omission to give such notice is, however, not a point upon 
which the msster would be called upon to adjudicate, unless raised 
as a preliminary objection by the defendant, or as ground for 
defence under ord. 21, r. 2; but the refusal is based upon non- 
compliance with the form of special indorsement applicable to such 


drawer of a bill of exchange, concludes, ‘‘ A statement of the dis. 
honour of which, on presentation, the defendant C. D. [the drawer] 
had notice.” It is the omission of this statement in the indorse. 
ment or pleadings which is held by the master to constitute a fatal 
objection to the claim being deemed as ‘‘specially indorsed,” and 
if not specially indorsed therefore not within the provisions of 
order 14. The point has, we are informed, been appealed to 
different judges in chambers with conflicting results. According 
to the latest decision, the appeal was dismissed, and the master’s 
decision (requiring statement of notice of dishonour) was upheld 
as technically correct, some comment being made as to the very 
technical nature of the grounds which had given rise to the 
appeal. Considering the present conflict of authority in chambers 
it would be very satisfactory if the decision of the Divisional Court 
were obtained; in the meantime it will be advisable to comply 
with existing requirements-as indicated above. 





Ir 1s Nor surpaisine that the staid Court of Appeal No. 2 should 
have been moved to mild sarcasm by one of the reasons urged on 
Monday last in Bourke v. Davis in opposition to an application for 
security for costs of an appeal. The appellant was a person who let 
out boats for hire on the river Mole, and the result of the trial before 
Mr. Justice Kay of the action brought against him was to decide 
that there was no public right of boating on a certain part of that 
river. In delivering judgment, the learned judge said (38 W. R. 
167); “If the defendant is right, he or any other person in Eng- 
land may launch any number of canoes, boats, barges, steam- 
launches, or the like upon this river, fill it with a crowd of 
pleasure-seekers, and utterly destroy the privacy of those who 
have houses on the stream. The use at present made of it by 
the public is very inconsiderable, and an interference will 
do very little harm to anyone except to the defendant in his 
business of letting boats.” It was stated that the appellant 
was an uncertificated bankrupt; and this being so, it would 
seem to follow that the respondent was entitled to the 
benefit of the provision with regard to security for costs. But 
the counsel for the appellant urged that his client was ‘‘fight- 
ing the cause of the teeming millions who were interested 
in keeping the rivers open for public recreation,” and that 
‘“‘the case was, therefore, taken out of the general rule that 
an appellant who was insolvent would be compelled to give 
security for the costs of his appeal.” It is a little difficult to 
follow the reasoning. The poverty of the appellant is a ‘‘ special 
circumstance,” within rule 15 of order 58, entitling the respond- 
ent in the appeal to a certain protection. But if ‘teeming 
millions” are concerned in the issue of the case, the poverty of 
the appellant is no longer a ‘special circumstance.” Why? 
Because, we suppose, no protection or consideration of any kind 
should be afforded to anyone who is asserting a right supposed to 
be opposed to the interests of the “teeming millions.”’ There is 
nothing in which the ‘‘teeming millions” are more keenly 
interested than in getting the necessaries of life at as low a rate 
as possible ; a dwelling is a necessary of life, hence everyone who 
resists a landlord’s action for rent or repairs is ‘fighting the 
cause of the teeming millions,” and ought to be afforded special 
advantages in his contest. That argument might meet with the 
approval of the official Hconomist advocate of the Land Transfer 
Bill ; it would be very much in line with hie views with regard 
to the legal “‘sgricultural labourers.” But it did not find favour 
in the Court of Appeal. Lord Justice Corroy thought that ‘ if the 
defendant was chivalrous enough to fight the cause of the teeming 
millions, and they declined to support him, the ordinary rule must 
apply and he must give security”; and Lord Justice Linpier 
tersely remarked that “if the teeming millions chose to fight 
under the cloak of an uncertificated bankrupt, they must fiad the 
money.” 





Some opservations made by Mr. Justice Nonra on Wednesday, 
in a case of The Mexican Oo vy. Maldonado, are of importance as 
reminding practitioners of the duty of giving the fullest information 
to the court when application is made for an ew parte injunction. 
By their writ the plaintiffs claimed an injunction to restrain the 





gases indicated by form 5 of B. 8. C., Appendix C., ». 4, which, in 


defendants from transferring some shares in another company: 
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The writ was served on the 24th of Dccember, and during the 
Christmas Vacation an application was made ex parte to Mr. 
Justice Denman, who was acting as vacation judge, for an interim 
injunction, and he granted the injunc'ion until the 13th of 
January. Upon the case coming before Mr. Justice Nonrn, on 
motions by the defendants and the plaintiffs respectively to dis- 
charge the order and to continue the injunction until the trial of 
the action, it appeared that Mr. Justice Dewan had not been 
informed, when he granted the injunction, that the defendants had 
entered an appearance to the writ. Mr. Justice Nonrru said that, 
as a generel rule, it was not the practice to grant an ex parte 
injunction after the defendant had appeared to the writ. ‘There 
were, no doubt, exceptions to this rule in some cases of urgency, such 
as waste ; but there was another rule to which there was no excep- 
tion—viz., that, if the defendant had appeared to the writ, the judge 
ought to be informed of that fact. That rule was stated by Lord 
Expoy in Harrison vy. Cockerell (3 Mer. 1). In that case the 
plaintiffs, on certificate of bill filed and an allegation that the 
defendants had not appeared, obtained ex parte an injunction, 
until answer or further order, restraining the defendants, who 
were the executors and trustees of a will, from collecting and 
getting in the testator’s personal estate, and from selling or 
disporing of any part of his real estate, or receiving the purchase- 
money. The defendants afterwards moved to discharge the order, 
and stated on affidavit that an appearance had in fact been entered 
for them fourteen days before the ex parte order was made. Lord 
Expvon said, ‘that, although in cases in the nature of waste, the 
court will sometimes interfere by injunction upon an ex parte 
application, even after an appearance has been entered for the 
defindant, yet the fact of his having appeared must be stated ; 
srd that in the present case, if the order were allowed to stand, 
there would be a contradiction on the records of the court. The 
order was discharged accordingly, with costs.” Following this 
precedent, Mr. Justice Nortrx, though he did not actually dis- 
charge the ex parte order, because it had already expired by 
effuxion of time, held that the defendants, upon the above 
ground among others, were entitled to the costs of their motion to 
discharge in any event. 





Tre prcision of Srrriine, J., in Re Pyle Works ( Limited), reported 
elrewhere, is apparently to be teken to the Court of Appeal, but it is 
not very clear upon what ground it can be successfully impeached. 
It has been recognized, ever since the decision of Jxssrt, M-R., in 


‘Re Phoenix Bessemer Steel Oo. (44 L. J. Ch. 683), that a company 


can mske a valid mortgage of future calls where a power to do so 
is expressly conferred upon it by the memorandum or articles of 
association, and hitherto no distinction has been taken between 
calls which sre made by the directors and those which are made by 
the liquidator in the winding up. It was contended, however, in 
the present case, that the mortgagees of calls made by the liquidator 
cannot claim to take them as against the general creditors of the 
company, and reliance was placed upon the sections of the Com- 
panies Act, 1862, which make provision for the getting in of the 
assets, including uncalled capital, end the distribution of them 
pari passu among the creditors. It was said that the liability to 
contribute in the winding up was a new statutory liability ; and the 
judgment of Jesser, M.R., in Re Whitehouse (9 Ch. D. 595) was 
relied on to shew that its proceeds could not be regarded like the 
ordinary assets of the company. But thie, and other cares that 
were cited, refer to the right of set-off by contributoriese—a very 
different matter; and it seems better, in the present instance, to 
follow the established principle that the distribution of assets can 
only take place subject to existing charges upon the property of 
thé company. Thus the matter seems to be brought back to the 
validity of the mortgages in question, and as to this it does not 
appear that the occurrence of the winding up can make any 
difference. They must be admitted to have been good when 
originally made by the directors, and what was done by them is 
of course binding upon the liquidators. The creditors, moreover, 
have no reason to complain, as the mortgages, to affict them, must 
have been registered under section 43. It may be noticed that, 
both in Re Phenix Bess:mer Steel Co. (supra) and Howard vy. 
Patent Ivory Co. (38 Ch. D. 156), orders were made in favour of 
the mortgagees of calls which clearly contemplated that calls were 


THE ARBITRATION ACT, 1889. 
Il, 


We dealt last week with the statutes that have hitherto governed 
voluntary references to arbitration, whether made out of court 
or in court, and compulsory references made, of course, in 
court. The present Act is based upon the distinction between 
references according 2s they are made by consent out of court, or, 
either with or without.consent, under an order of court. The first 
two parts deal in succession with each of these classes, while the 
third includes various general provisions. This order we shall 
accordingly follow. 

I. References by consent out of court.—Section 1 introduces two 
changes of great importance. It enacts in the first place that a 
submission, unless a contrary intention is expressed therein, shall 
be irrevocable except by leave of the court or a judge, and, in the 
next place, that it shall have the same effect in all respects 
as if it had been made an order of court. It should be 
premised that, by section 27, a submission is defined to be a written 
agreement to submit present or future differences to arbitration, 
whether an arbitrator is named therein or not. Hitherto, with 
reference to the revocability of a submission, it has been of vital 
importance to consider whether it is merely a general agreement to 
submit to reference matters in dispute, or whether it is a submission 
to the award of a named arbitrator. In the former case it was 
decided by the Court of Appeal in Percy v. Young (14 Ch. D. 
200) that the agreement could not be revoked, but it has never 
been doubted that, apart from modern statutory changes, the 
reverse holds good with regard to a reference to a particular 
arbitrator. He is not a judge, but merely the agent of the party 
appointing him, and, whether appointed in court or out of court, 
his authority could be revoked at any time before he made his 
award. A flagrant instance of this occurred in Green v. Pole (6 
Bing. 443), where a reference had been made under an order at 
Nisi Prius, and one of the parties revoked, under circumstances 
savouring strongly of mala fides, just as the arbitrator was about to 
make his award. Nevertheless, Trxpat, C J., heldthatthe court had no 
power to prevent sucha proceeding. It was the same too even after 
the passing of 9 Will. 3, c. 15, under which submissions containing 
an agreement to that effect might be made rules of court, although, 
in cases where the statute applied, the party revoking thereby 
became liable to be attached for contempt. We have already 
noticed the change in this respect which was introduced by 3 & 4 
Will. 4, c. 42, s. 39, by which when the arbitrator was appointed in 
court, or by a submission containing an agreement that it might be 
made a rule of court, his authority could not be revoked without 
leave of a court or judge. This was, of course, drafted with 
reference to 9 Will. 3, c. 15, and when, under section 17 of the 
Common Law l’rocedure Act, 1854, it became no longer necessary 
to incorporate in the submission an express agreement that it should 
be made a rule of court, but the mere absence of a contrary 
intention was sufficient to enable this to be done, provision should 
have been made to extend also the irrevocability of submissions to all 
those in which no such contrary intention was expressed. This 
was pointed out in Mills v. Bayley (2H. & C. 36), where it was 
decided that the 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 42, s. 39, had not boen extended 
by the Common Law Procedure Act, and that submissions contain- 
ing no express agreement that they might be made rules of court 
were still revocable. A similar decision was given more recently 
in Re Rouse §& Meier (L. R. 6 C. P. 212). The necessary change, 
however, has been made by the present Act, and provided the sub- 
mission is in writing, and that no contrary intention is ex) 
therein, it is now in all cases irrevocable except by leave of the 
court or a judge. 

The latter part of section 1, too, introduces a change of con- 
siderable importance, and carries section 17 of the Common Law 
Procedure Act, 1854, one step further. Under that, as we have 
just seen, any submission in writing, unless the contrary was 
expressed, might be made a rule of court. Under the present 
Act any such submission has the same effect in all respects 
as if it had actually been made an order of court, and consequently, 
without the proceedings hitherto necessary for the purpose, the 
award, immediately upon being made, can be either 
enforced by attachment, or steps may be taken to set it aside. 

Section 2 introduces into all eubmiseions, unless a contrary 





to be mede ia the winding up. 
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intention is expressed therein, the provisions set forth in the 1st 
schedule so far as they are applicable to the reference in question. 
Several of these are simply reproductions of repealed enactments, 
while others have been hitherto usually inserted in submissione. 
They commence with a provision that, if no other mode of refer- 


ence is provided, the reference shall be to a single arbitrator. To 
most natural and least expensive system of arbitration is thu 


taken as the normal one, and possibly the course thus prescribed 
may lead to the less frequent adoption of the system of reference 
to two arbitrators, followed almost necesgarily by a second refer- 
Clause (6) of the schedule gives in a 
shortened form section 14, and clauses (c) and (d) give part of 
The first 
provides that where there are two arbitrators they may appoint an 
umpire at any time within the period during which they may 
make an award. Clause (c) refers to the time within which the 
award is to be made, and this must be done within three months 
after the arbitrators have entered on the reference or after they 
So far the old 
law is followed, but the enlargement of this time, which formerly 
depended on the consent of the parties given in writing, is now 
The next part of section 
15 of the Common Law Procedure Act refers to the power of the 
court to enlarge the time, and this is more suitably contained in 
Thus, by section 9, the time 
for making an award may from time to time be enlarged by order 
of the court or a judge, and that whether the time for making the 
The old provision, however, that the 


ence to an umpire. 


section 15 of the Common Law Procedure Act, 1854. 


have been called upon by any of the parties to act. 
intrusted to the arbitrators themselves. 
the Act itself than in the schedule. 


award has expired or not. 
enlargement shall be for one month, unless a different time is 
specified in the order, was omitted in the Act, but has now been 
re-enacted by the new rules of December, 1889, as ord. 64, r. 14a. 
Clause (d) reproduces the latter part of the section in question, 
and provides that the umpire may enter on the reference so 
soon as the arbitrators have allowed their time, or extended time, 
to expire without making an award, or have delivered to any of 
the parties, or to the umpire, a notice that they cannot agree. 
Clause (¢) is a corollary to this, and allows the umpire, for making 
his award, one month from the date when the original or extended 
time of the arbitrators has expired, though he is empowered to 
extend this from time to time. Clause (/) provides, so far as the 
parties are concerned, for the examination of themselves and all 
persons claiming through them, and for the production of docu- 
ments, while clause (7) authorizes the examination of witnesses 
generally on oath. The power of the arbitrators and of the courts 
over witnesses is regulated by the Act itself. Under clause (h) 
the award is to be final, and this, combined with the provision 
of section 1 that ull submissions are to have the effect of orders 
of a reproduces a similar provision contained in 9 Will. 3, 
ce. 15, s. 1. 
and introduces an important change. Hitherto the arbitrator has | 
had no power to award costs of the reference and award unless | 
this is expressly conferred upon him by the submission. Now the 
presumption will be the other way, and, in the absence of a contrary 
intention appearing, the arbitrators have power over both the pay- 
ment and the amount of the costs, and may also direct them to be 
paid as between solicitor and client. The general result of the pro- 
visions of the schedule appears to be to render the insertion of 
special clauses in the submission unnecessary, unless, indeed, it be 
desired to exclude the operation of any of the statutory ones. 
The remainder of Part I. relates chiefly to the appointment and 
power of arbitrators and to the remitting, setting aside, and enforeing 
of the award. To a large extent it is taken up with the re-enact- 
ment of portions of the repealed Acts. Section 3 continues the 
provision of section 11 of the Judicature Act, 1884, under which 
references may be made to official referees, and the procedure before 
them is regulated by the rules of December, 1889. Thus ord. 36, 
¥. 52a, directs that rules 49 to 52 of that order shall apply where 
any cause or matter or any question or issue of fact is referred to 
an official referee, and he will therefore, apart from committals for 
contempt, have practically the ssme powers over the reference asa 
jadge has over « trial. Section 4 reproduces the provision of 
section 11 of the Common Law Procedure Act, 1854, under which 
any — to a submission could obtain a stay of legal proceedings. 
Sections 5 snd 6 are substantial re-enactments of sections 12 and 
13 of that Act, under which the court might in certain cases 


Clause (i), the last in the schedule, relates to costs, 


vacancy due either to failure of an appointed arbitrator to act or of 
the other side to appoint. Section 7 deals specifically with the 
powers of the arbitrator. Clause (a) gives him the power of 3 & 4 
Will. 4, c. 42, s. 41, to examine witnesses on oath, and clause (5 
enables him, as under section 5 of the Common Law Procedure 
e | Act, 1854, to state his award, either wholly or in part, as a specig] 
s | case for the opinion of the court. Clause (c) is new, and introduces 
an important change. It has long been settled that an arbitrator 
cannot make any alteration in an award, even though it be merely 
the correction of an accidental error. Now he is empowered to 
“‘ correct in an award any clerical mistake or error arising from any 
accidental slip or omission.” In addition to this the general contro] 
of the reference, vested, by ord. 36, rr. 48 to 52, in official 
referees, is by the rules of December, 1889, ord. 36, r. 55e, 
conferred upon arbitrators in references out of court, with the 
exception that they are not bound to sit de die in diem ae provided 
by rule 48. 

Section 8 enlarges in a useful manner the power of compelling 
the attendance of witnesses and the production of documents by 
giving any party the right of suing out a writ of subpoena ad 
testificandum or a writ of subpana duces tecwm, and this must be 
read in connection with section 18, sub-section {1) of which 
empowers the court or a judge to order these writs to issue to 
compel the attendance before an official or special referee, or before 
any arbitrator or umpire, of a witness wherever he may be within 
the United Kingdom. Sub-section (2) further directs that prisoners 
may be brought up for examination on a writ of habeas corpus. 
These provisions put witnesses in references on the footing of those 
in ordinary trials, and take the place of section 40 of 3 & 4 Will. 
4, c. 42, under which the court or a judge might issue orders for 
the attendance of particular witnesses or the production of parti- 
cular documents. 








SEPARATE ESTATE OF MARRIED WOMEN. 
Il. 


Ir is to be noticed that, though the statutes we stated 
last week specify with much elaboration what shall be con- 
sidered separate estate, they do not either of them contain 
any definition of the phrase. Without attempting to supply 
this deficiency, it may nevertheless be useful to mention that 
separate estate is of two kinds—namely, one subject to restraint 
on anticipation, and the other not so subject (yer Fry, L.J., 
in Aaford v. Reid, 37 W. R., at p. 292, 22 Q. B. D. 
548). First, as regards the former kind of separate estate. The 
restraint on anticipation, it is to be noticed, may apply to capital 
as well as income (Ite Grey's Settlements, 35 W. R. 560, 34 Ch. D. 
712). Separate property, however, which is subject to such 


| restraint, whether such property consist of income or corpus, can 


only be made available for the payment of the ante-nuptial debts 
of a married woman, it being provided by section 19 of the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882, that “no restriction against antici- 
pation contained in any settlement or agreement for a settlement 
of a woman’s own property to be made or entered into by herself 
ehall have any greater force or validity against debts contracted by 
her before marriage, and no settlement or agreement for a settle- 
ment shall have any greater force or validity against creditors of 
such woman, than a like set'lement or agreement for a settlement 
made or entered into by a man would have against his creditors” : 
see Sanger v. Sanger (19 W. R 792,L. R. 11 Eq. 470), London 
and Provincial Bank v. Bogle (26 W. R. 573), Axford v. Reid 
(37 W. R. 291), Re Hedgley, Small vy. Hedgley (35 W. R, 472). 
Execution, however, cannot issue against property settled before 
the commencement of the Act to the separate uso of a married 
woman without power of anticipation, as section 19, so far as it 
affects the validity of a settlement as against the creditors of a 
married woman, is not retrospective: Smith v. Whitlock (34 
W. R. 414). Except, then, to satisfy her ante-nuptial debts, a 
married woman’s separate estate, which she is restrained from 
anticipating, cannot, by any device whatever (Stanley v. Stanley, 
26 W. K. 310, 7 Ch. D. 589), be made liable for the payment of 
any debts contracted by her during coverture, though, with the 
married woman’s consent, and where her life estate is not subject 
to forfeiture on alienation (He Jordan, Kino vy. Picard, 34 W. R. 
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her debts under the provisions of section 39 of the Conveyancing 
Act, 1881: Hodges v. Hodges (30 W. R. 483, 20 Ch. D. 749), 
Re Glanville, Ellis v. Johnson (31 Ch. D. 532) Moreover, 
trustees against whom a married woman has improperly taken 
ings may, in the discretion of the court, be allowed to 
retain their costs of the proceedings out of the married woman’s 
jncome, notwithstanding the restraint upon anticipation (Re 
Andrews, Edwards v. Dewar, 34 W. R. 62, 30 Ch. D. 159). It 
seems to be somewhat of a moot point whether moneys actually 
in the hands of a married woman, but derived from an income 
which she is restrained from anticipating, can be reached by her 
creditors (Galmoye v. Brown, 33 Soracrrors’ Jourwat, 659, 670; 
Ellis v. Johnson, 34 W. R. 309, 31 Ch. D. 581; Duncan v. 
Cashin, 22 W. R. 561, L. R 100. P. 554; Butler v. Campston, 
17 W. R. 24, L. R. 7 Eq. 16); but, at all events, the receipt by 
her, since the date of a judgment recovered against her, of the 
income of separate estate which is subject to a restraint on 
anticipation, cannot be regarded as evidence of her ability to pay 
within the meaning of section 5 of the Debtors Act, 1869 
(Draycott v. Harrison, 34 W. R. 546, 17 Q. B. D. 147; Morgan 
v. Eyre, 20 L. R. Ir. 541); and moneys in the hands of the 
trustees of a married woman, forming part of her separate income 
(under a will containing a clause against anticipation), and which 
moneys accrued since judgment, cannot be taken in execution 
(Chapman v. Biggs, 11 Q. B. D. 27); for execution must, in all 
cases, be limited to such separate estate as the married woman is 
not restrained from anticipating, unless such restraint exists 
under any settlement or agreement for a settlement of her own 
property made or entered into by herself (Bursill v. Tanner, 32 
W. R. 827, 13 Q. B. D. 691); the last proviso being intended to 
meet the case of any fraudulent settlement or agreement made by 
the married woman herself to defeat her creditors (Ibid. ). 
Secondly, as regards separate estate which is not subject to any 
restraint on anticipation. te 








It seems that, to make the separa’ 
estate of a married woman available for the payment of her debts, 
it must be of such a character that she might reasonably be 
deemed to have contracted with respect thereto, and that the onus 
is upon the plaintiff to shew that the defendant was possessed 
of such estate (Leake v. Driffield, ante, p. 47, W. N., 
1889, 197, 198), though, by section 1, sub-section 3, of the 
Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, it is expressly provided 
that ‘‘ every contract entered into by a married woman shall be 
deemed to be a contract entered into by her with respect to and to 
bind her separate estate, unless the contrary be shewn”: see 
Harrison v. Harrison (36 W. R, 748, 13 P. D. 180, 184, 185). 
In accordance with these principles it has been held in a very 
recent case of Southern Oounties Deposit Bank v. Farquhar, which 
we report elsewhere, that judgment against a married woman 
under ord. 14 shall not be given unless the plaintiff prove affirma- 
tively that the defendant had, at the time of making the contract 
sought to be enforced, separate estate of such a nature as to raise 
the presumption that she intended to bind it; and that the mere 
allegation in the writ that the married woman had separate estate 
is not sufficient to throw upon the defendant the onus of disprov- 
ing that statement Apparently, therefore, the old rule which pre- 
vailed in equity with regard to the separate estate of married 
women is atill operative—namely, that, though her separate estate 
is bound by her debts, obligations, and engagements contracted by 
herself upon the credit of that estate, the question whether she did 
80 contract must depend upon the facts and circumstances of each 
particular estate: Re Leeds Banking Co , Mrs. Matthewman's case 
(15 W. R. 146), Johnson v. Gallagher (9 W. R. 506, 3 De G. F. 
& J. 494). 

It has recently been held that the clothing of a married woman 
does not constitute separate estate which she can be deemed to 
have contracted with respect to: Leake v. Driffield (ubi supra). 
To have held otherwise would have had the effect of making ail 
contracts entered into by a married woman binding upon her, as, 
in every case, she would have been deemed to have something 
belonging to her to which her contracts would attach. Such a 
result would have been wholly inconsistent with what had already 
been decided in Re Shakespear, Deakin vy. Lakin (ubi supra), 
to which reference has already been made in there articles. 
Gifts by a husband to his wife, or by third persons, are 
the separate estate of the married woman — as, for inetance, 
wedding presents: Zw parte Pannell, Re Jameson (37 W. RB. 





464). As regards uests to a husband and wife and a 
third person, the old of construction, whereby the husband 
and wife took only a moiety between them, has not been 
displaced by the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882 (Re 
Jupp, Jupp v. Buckwell, 36 W. R. 712, 39 Ch. D. 148); but in 
such a case the wife now takes her quarter of the entire bequest 
as her separate estate (Zb.) As regards property to which a 
woman married before the passing of the Married Women’s Pro- 
perty Act, 1882, has acquired a contingent title before the Act, it 
does not become her separate property by its falling into possession 
after the 1st of January, 1883: Reid v. Reid (34 W. R. 332, 31 
Ch. D. 402), Re Hobson, Webster v. Rickards (34 W. R. 195), Re 
Tucker (33 W. R. 932), Re Adams’ Trusts (38 W. R. 834), Ex 
parte McCormack, Re Tench’s Trusts (15 L. R. Ir. 406), Re 
Beaupré Trusts (21 L. R. Ic. 397), overruling Baynton v. Collins 
(33 W. R. 41). 

All moneys earned by a married woman’s own individual 
exertions and skill have, since the Married Women’s Property 
Act, 1870, become as much her own property as if they were settled 
to her separate use; and whatever is bought by her with that 
money is also held to be her property as against her husband as if 
settled to her separate use: per Brett, M.R., in Weldon v. De 
Bathe (33 W. R. 328, 14 Q. B. D., at p. 342). Thus, a house 
bought by a married woman out of her own i is her 
separate and exclusive property: Weldon v. De Bathe (whi 
supra); and see Symonds vy. Hallett (32 W. R. 103, 24 Ch. D. 
346). The savings, too, of a married woman out of her separate 
income are, like the income itself, her separate estate: Duncan v. 
Cashin (22 W. R. 561, 10 C. P. 554). Moreover, though all 
savings of a married woman out of money given to her by her 
husband for household purposes, when they are living together, are 
the property of her husband, on the other hand, when a husband 
makes an allowance to his wife, who is living ¢ from him 
with his consent, whatever she may save out of such a!lowance, 
and whatever she may purchase therewith, forms part of her 
separate estate: Brooke v. Brooke (25 Beav. 342), Lady Tyrre?’s 
ease (Freem. 304), Re Goods of Kays (26 W. R. 770, 3 P. D. 76, 
83, 84, C. A.). Again, an annuity payable to a married women 
under a separation deed is, it seems, her separate estate (Collett v. 
Dickenson, 11 Ch. D. 687), and a pension due to a widow out of 
the East India Co.’s Fand, under a trust deed which provided that 
any such pension should be paid for the maintenance of widows 
and children, and that any recipient of a pension who should 
dispose of or incumber it should lose all right thereto, was, even 
prior to the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, held to be 
separate estate, and, therefore, free from the control of any future 
husband of the widow: Re Peacock’s Trusts (27 W. R. 500, 10 
Ch. D. 490). 

By section 4 of the Mar:ied Women’s Property Act, 1882, pro- 
perty over which a married woman hes a general power of appoint- 
ment by will is, on the execution of the power, rendered liable for 
her debts and other liabilities in the same manner as her separate 
estate is made liable under the Act. Until execution, however, a 
married woman’s general power of appointment is not her separate 
property, nor, indeed, is it property at all: per Esuen, M.R., in 
Ex parte Gilchrist, Re Armstrong (34 W. R. 709, 17 Q. B. D., at p. 
526). But see Hulme v. Tenant (W.& T. L. C. Egq., 8th ed., pp. 
536, 568), per Turner, LJ , in Johnson v. Gallagher (3 De F. & 
J., at p. 516), per Jawes, LJ., in London Chartered Bank of 
Australasia v. bon rire (21 W. R. 513, 4 P. C. 572, 590), 
Heatley v. Thomas (15 Ves. 596), Mayd v. Field (24 W. R. 660. 
3 Ch. D. 587), Re Harvey's Estate, Godfrey v. Harben (13 
Ch. D. 216); but see per Kar, J., in Re , Roper v. Don- 
caster (36 W. R. 750, 39 Ch. D., at p. 488), Vaughan v. Vander. 
steyen (2 W. R. 642, 2 Drew. 165, 363), v. Peters (28 
Beav. 354), Blatchford v. Woolley (2 Dr. & Sm. 204), Shattock v. 
Shattock (14 W. R. 600, $ Eq. 182). 








A VERY PROMISING COMPANY. 


“Tr appears to be now settled,” says a correspondent, the 
example of leading members of our profession that the of 
companies, con of lawyers, to carry on divers classes of 
business, is desirable. But the companies hitherto formed appear to 
me to have been aimed too exclusively at mere commercial success, 
and to have proceeded too much on the well-worn lines of non-lawyer 
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companies. Now, Sir, if we are to have lawyer companies, let us | directors to suggest another field of operations, and they p 


have such as will be of real benefit to the more deserving members of 
the profession— companies which will combine benevolence with 
business, ‘a hand open as day for melting charity,’ with a hand 
ing calls from the public. I trust you will be able to lay before 
your readers the enclosed prospectus of such a company. I may add 
that, at a preliminary meeting of promoters (referred to in the 
prospectus as ‘‘ a few thoughtful lawyers ”) held some months ago, the 
jposals were received with much enthusiasm. I regret to say, 
Goretes, that this enthusiasm has not yet enabled us to proceed to 
allotmen ” 


Private and confidential. } 


THE BARRISTERS AND Soticirors’ Trust, LOAN, AND INVESTMENT 
CoRPORATION (LIMITED). 
Prospectus. 

The principle of trusts has now become too firmly established to 
render it necessary either to explain its meaning or dwell on its 
advantages. By spreading investments over a sufficiently wide area 
of insufficient securities, losses are mathematically equalized, and the 
loser may be confidently expected to survey the result with feelings 
of chastened resignation, if not of actual joy. 

It has occurred to a few thoughtful lawyers that their great pro- 
fession should not be behindhand in the race for wealth at the 
expense of the community, and may add to their scanty professional 
earnings by a judicious application of the prevalent system of trusts 
to their relations with the British public. 

The operations of the Trust will consist of receiving money from the 
~ by way of subscriptions for share capital and debentures of 

be Trust, and investing it on unsecured loans and gifts to any mem- 
bers of the legal profession who may happen to be in difficulties. 
From the number of promises of support already received privately 
from members of the Tre willing to receive loans and gifts, it 
is confidently believed that a very large field exists for the opera- 
tions of the trust, and that it will supply a long-felt want. 

The directors will be guided by considerations of personal friend- 
ship, and in a lesser degree by the circumstances of each case, in 
fixing the rate of interest on loans granted by the Trust, but as it is 
desired to build up a substantial reserve and to create a solid rather 
than a dazzling success, it is proposed to limit the maximum rate to 
13 Pd cent. 

ifts will, naturally, not carry any interest, but a carefully-drawn 
form of receipt, settled by one of the conveyancing counsel of the 
court, will be taken on each transaction, ard the signature of the 
recipient will be required to be witnessed by a notary public, and 
also by a commissioner to administer oaths. The latter will be 
expected to investigate the matter in its minutest details, at a cost 
to the Trust of one shilling and sixpence only. 

Special care will be taken that loans shall not bear too great a 
proportion to gifts. 

As the funds of the Trust will gradually sink of their own accord, 
the whole capital may be regarded in the light of a Sinking Fand; a 
special, and indeed unexampled, feature of the enterprize which speaks 
volumes for the soundness of the scheme, and cannot fail to attract 
the public in their thousands—of pounds. 

following figures shew results which the directors confidently 





believe will be largely exceeded :— 
Receipts. 
Interest on loans is estimated to produce £250 
Add spontaneous offerings and miscellaneous sources 
of income ° ; ° F ‘ ‘ ° ; 5 
Total £255 
Expenditure. 
Directors’ fees after the first year £15,000 
Office expenses, salaries, &c. 17,551) 
Gifts and bad debts 23,000 
Total £55,550 


Deducting this sum of £55,550 from £255, there remains a sum 
of no less than £55,295 available, if aud when received, for dividends. 
As a subsidiary branch of the company’s business, a matrimonial 
agency will be established, in which some eminent member of the 
profession will _— the introductions and take down the necessary 
é n selecting the occupant of this important post the 
will give the preference to the possessor of a patriarchal 
——s combined with winning ways. A prominent solicitor, 
one gang 9 in love, has already sent in an application 
for the hand and heart of any young woman of not less than 
or 0 gees eo —_ of age, = a good figure, 

es, small hands and feet, an affectionate disposition, anc 
i in is “pews position, and not 
well known that a gentleman, when struck off the rolls, 
occasionally has & difficulty in finding another solicitor in whose 
mame he may continue in active practice, and, again, often has to 
psy exorbitantly for this trifling convenience. This is felt by the 


tentatively to open a registry office, at which for a small fee 
gentleman deprived of his practising certificate may be brought into 
contact with other persons willing to afford the necessary cog. 
venience. 

The only contract entered into has been mislaid. Anyone who 
asks to see it will not be allowed to do so, and will then be deemeg 
to have the fullest notice of its contents, and to be more or leggy 
personally responsible for everthing in it. 

It is generally understood that the scheme will meet with unquali. 
fied approval from the judicial bench, and it is anticipated that one 
learned judge, widely celebrated for his unfailing urbanity to the 
profession, will kindly consent to allow the directors to publish the 
following certificate, though upon the condition of not disclosing hig 
name. 


** T consider it a most admirable and necessary scheme, and I cannot 
conceive of any better plan for shewing up solicitors in all their naked 
enormity and scandalous way of carrying on. I shall always require it 
to be used in equity for coming into court with clean hands, and shall not 
be happy till I get it.’’ 


The liquidation of the company will, at the ‘proper time, be 
placed in the hands of eminent firms of solicitors and accountants 
who have already made applications, and have volunteered to share 
their fees with the directors. The directors consider this an excellent 
—a and one which cannot fail to be very beneficial to 
them. 

Forms of application for shares may be obtained of any of the 
registrars, chancery chief clerks, associates, or ushers of the High 
Court, and a few spare copies have been placed in the refreshment 
rooms of the Royal Courts of Justice and with the apple-woman at 
the front entrance of that noble pile. 7. 








REVIEWS. 
THE LAW QUARTERLY. 


THe LAw QUARTERLY REVIEW. Edited by Sir FREDERICK 
PoLuock, Bart., M.A., LL.D. January, 1890. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 

The current number of the Law Quarterly Review opens with an 
interesting article by Professor Dicey on ‘‘ Private International Law 
as @ Branch of the Law of England.” It deals, first, with the nature 
of the subject, and, secondly, with the method proper for its treat- 
ment, reserving apparently for a future occasion the general prin- 
ciples which underlie its rules or maxims. Under the first head 
attention is drawn to the mistake of supposing that in the decision 
of matters involving a foreign element there is any real conflict of 
laws. In point of fact it is merely a choice of the system of law 
suitable to the case, and the law of England, properly understood, 
includes not only the strictly local Jaw of this country, but also the 
rules adopted by the courts for determining what law shall be 
applied when foreign elements are present. Hence it follows that 
the enforcement of foreign law, or, as the writer would prefer to put it, 
the enforcement of rights acquired under foreign Jaw, depends not 
at all upon reasons of comity, but ‘‘ flows from the impossibility of 
otherwise determining whole classes of cases without gross incon- 
venience and injustice to litigants, whether natives or foreigners.” 
Naturally, after this, objection is taken to the name private 
international law. This ought, in strictness, to mean ‘a private 
species of the body of rules which prevails between one nation and 
another,” but, as a matter of fact, of course it concerns matters in 
dispute between individuals. Prof. Dicey suggests that the most 
accurate description of the subject would be the ‘“‘ extra-territorial 
effect of law” or, better, the ‘‘extra-territorial recognition of 
right,”’ but he admits that this is a description, not a name, and it is 
rarely possible to alter, on mere grounds of strict accuracy, a name 
which has once found general acceptance. The discussion of the 
proper method of treating the subject turns upon the radical dis- 
tinction between the theoretical method adopted, as might be ex- 

, by continental writers, and the positive method preferred 

y those who are imbued with the traditions of the English law. 
The former, of course, becomes perfectly legitimate when it starts 
from the rules actually recognized in different countries, and simply 
tries to determine the tundamental principles by which they may be 
explained and harmonized ; but the latter is the only reliable one 
when an opinion has to be given as to what an English court may 
be expected to do. 

Two articles, one by Professor Maitland and the other by Mr. 

Challis, touch upon matters of antiquarian interest. The former 

deals with remainders after conditional fees, and several early settle- 

ments are cited to shew that such remainders were common before 





the statute De Donis, and that, contrary to an opinion expressed 
by Mr. Challis in his work on ‘ Real Property” (p. 64), Brac- 
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fon’s statement of their possibility was correct. 
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b Aly ing up the question ‘‘ Are leaseholds tenements?” deals firmly, 
He oa } at sorrowfully, with the heresies which he considers to have 


heen previously expressed in the Review by “‘H. W. E.” Relying 
upon the definition that a tenement is ‘“ whatever is intailable under 
the statute De Donis,” he answers the question emphatically in the 

tive, though as to the phrase ‘‘Jeasehold tenure” he will suffer 
those to use it whose consciences permit them to do so. 

Of more practical interest is an article by Mr. B. Watson Evans 
on the Trustee Act, 1888, which will be found to sum. up in a useful 
manner the important changes in the law which have been thereby 
made. Attention may well be directed to an eminently readable 
paper by Mr. J. W. Salmond, on “The Superiority of Written 
ividence.”’ It examines into the meaning and consequences of the 
principle that matter of writing is higher than matter of averment, 
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£! Cannot and shews how various doctrines of lawhave been derived from it; in 
oe ed icular, the rules that a deed cannot be released or altered except 
chats it deed, and that parol evidence cannot be admitted to qualify the 
not effect of written instruments. He points out, too, how estoppel by 
, deed, which was originally meant to establish the truth, open Wietiane 
time, be a recognized means of shutting it out, though in the present day the 
-Ountants courts can hardly be relied upon to give it this effect. The modern 
to share doctrine of estoppel by conduct depends, of course, upon quite different 
excellent considerations. In an article on Derry v. Peek Sir W. R. Anson, in 
eficial to opposition to the opinion previously expressed by the editor, upholds 
the law as now established by the House of Lords. though he thinks 
y of the that on the facts they were wrong. Sir Arthur Lyall, writing on 
1e High the Indore Penal Code, shews the mannerin which nativelawyers adapt 
eshment the codes which we have supplied to their own ideas. The method 
man at of illustrating the rules by concrete examples seems to have been 
carried to curious lengths. It is interesting to note, from an article 
by Mr. Malcolm McIlwraith on ‘‘The French Schools of Law ” that 
in France all lawyers, whatever may be their future course, go 
through the same preliminary training. Doubtless it will be the 
same here when at length we get anything that can be called 
organized training at all. With respect to the right of aliens to enter 
British territory, Mr. W. F. Craies shews that the Crown has no pre. 
rogative to interfere with it, and that the provisions of the Legisla- 
DERIOK ture on the subject are of very restricted application. The matter is 
& Sons becoming important with reference to the alleged delegation of such 
& prerogative of the Crown to colonial governors, and the possibility 
th an of this has been recently negatived by a majority of the Supreme 
il Law Court of Victoria, in which colony the governor had claimed the 
nature right to exclude Chinese. The number concludes with the usual 
treat- notes on current cases, which are always good reading. 
prin- 
head : 
cision STATUTES, 
ict of THE Statutes. SECOND ReEvIsED EpitTion. Vol. 2, 1714—1800. 
' law Vol. 3, 1801—1814. By Authority. Her Majesty’s Stationery 
tood, Office. 
Sy > This handy and convenient edition of the statutes is produced at a 
that price which should bring it within the reach of every practitioner. 
at it It isnot only printed in excellent type, but it supplies what has been 
aa long felt as a want on the larger edition—viz., an index of subjects 
ald at the end of each volume. It has been a great weariness to hunt 
7 = through the chronological table at the commencement of the volume 
oa? for the chapter of a statute. The headings of the new indexes are 
sate printed in type of marvellous clearness and boldness. We wish 
bate law publishers in general would take a pattern from them; it is 
ind not so much large type as thick type which is required to render 
‘te the headings easily discernable, yet we very rarely see thick type 
oat used, 
rial pire 
of THE Practicat STarurEes OF THE SEsston 1889 (52 & 53 Vicr.); 
is with INTRODUCTIONS, NoTEs, TABLES OF STATUTES REPEALED 
me AND SubBJEcTSs ALTERED, AND A Copious INDEX. Edited by 
the WILLIAM Paterson, Judge of County Courts, and JAMEs 
is- SUTHERLAND Cotton, Barrister-at-Law. Horace Cox. 
ad This volume, like those previously issued in the series, will be 
“ found to be a very convenient depository of the legislation of last 
te session. Its chief object is to give in clear and compact form the 
ly principal statutes, and the reading of these is facilitated by cross- 
se references and by references to previous Acts in part muteria@. Some 
.° practical notes on the construction of the statutes are also added, 
y and the more important ones are prefaced with a lucid statement of 
the previous state of the law, and the changes made therein. The 


editors have not unnaturally found difficulty with the Prevention of 
Cruelty to, and Protection of, Children Act, which they characterize 


there appears to be a wide-spread desire to put it in force, we shall, 
probably, soon be having some severe criticism of the language of its 
provisions from the bench. Nota few startling grammatical errors 
are pointed out in the notes. No comment is given on the Com- 


as Ss. ae 


as an extraordinary example of loose and confused drafting. As | 


missioners for Oaths Act so as to shew its effect upon the previous 
law, but this appears to be a solitary omission ; so far, that is, as the 
important statutes are concerned, and in general the book bears 
marks of careful and judicious compilation, and will be found con- 
venient and accurate in practical use. 


Tue Sratures oF Pracricat UTILITY IN THE Crvit AND CRiMi- 
NAL ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE PASSED IN 52 & 53 Vict. 
(1889), ALPHABETICALLY ARRANGED, WITH NOTES THEREON, AND 
A Copious InpEx. By J. M. Lzy, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. Sweet 
& Maxwell (Limited) ; Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Forty-three out of the seventy-six statutes passed last session are 
given in this volume, and upon many of them the mode of annota- 
tion adopted by the editor is very helpful. Thus, with regard 
to the Interpretation Act, the sources of the various clauses are care- 
fully ascertained and stated, and the same process is usefully egees 
to the Arbitration Act and the other consolidating Acts of last 
session. The Regulation of Railways Act is elaborately annotated, 
and generally, so far as our investigations have gone, we have founda 
no falling off in the industry which characterizes this continuation 


of Chitty’s Statutes. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE COUNTY COURT ACT, 1888. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—The plaintiffs in a county court action obtained a judgment, 
and on or about the 12th of September, 1889, issued execution, but 
as the defendant resides out of the jurisdiction of the court in which 
the action was commenced, the warrant was duly forwarded to the 

roper county court. On or about the 25th of September, 1889, the 
high bailsff of the foreign court sent the plaintiffs notice to the effect 
that the warrant had not been completely executed, for the reason 
that the defendant had no goods or chattels on which he could levy 
by reason of a bill of sale having been granted by the defendant to 
his wife a week before the execution was issued, but the premises on 
which the goods were found belonged to the defendant, and his wife 
lived with him. > sy i : ‘ 

The plaintiffs then gave the bailiff notice of their intention to dis- 
pute the validity of the bill of sale, and requested him to take the 
necessary steps to bring the issue before the court. The bailiff 
replied, stating that he had made no levy upon the defendant's 
goods and did not intend to do so, owing to the bill of sale, and, as 
he persisted in his refusal, application was made to the judge, on 
motion, for an order directing the bailiff to interplead and carry out 
the order of the court made by the registrar under section 158 of 
the County Court Act, 1888. By section 35 of the County Court 
Act, 1888, the high bailiff is bound to conform to the orders and 
direction of the judge, and the judge was asked to exercise his juris- 
diction under this section. Having regard to the powers of the 
judge to commit for contempt, it is presumed that the bailiff would 
have complied with any direction the judge might have given him. 

The judge, however, declined to make any order, on the ground 
that the sections of the Act relating to interpleader did not apply, 
as the bailiff had not levied, and that the plaintiffs had their remedy 
under section 49 of the County Court Act, 1888. The plaintiffs con. 
tended that that section of the Act gave them no relief, as it eould 
not be said that the bailiff, by negiect, connivance, or omission, lost 
the opportunity of levying the execution; he refuses to levy, and 
moreover it would appear that the section was meant to apply when 
a bailiff, through his negligence, had allowed the defendant's goods 


to escape out of his jurisdiction. Under the 49th section the 
plaintiffs. will have to prove their damage, and unless they could 
shew that the bill of sale was bad, they could not succeed. By 


interpleader a claimant has to 
be subjected to an examination 
issue is tried. Under the above 
this right. 


ve his title to the goods, and can 
of in before the 


wa: 
easton the plaintiff is deprived of 
ng . 
It may be said that the plaintiffs can apply to aad, eden Ae 
BY pet > Mo to the judge or bailiff, but t appears to be doubtful 
whether the court would interfere if the plaintiffs had any other 
remedy. 
Then, again, it — be contended that i 
taken against the bailiff for a false return, because the law presumes 


that goods in the apparent possession of a defendant are his own 


until the contrary is ved. 
This is a t tant point, and worth the consideration of the 


importan r 
rofession, at hardly think the re ever contemplated a 
bailiff taking upon himeelf to decide the validity of a bill of sale or 
other claims made to goods upon which he is direotea to levy, 





| especially as the interpleader sections were framed for his protection 
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in the event of claimants being successful in establishing their title to 
such goods. W. Wiz. 





THE MIDDLESEX REGISTRY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—The publicity given to my letters has brought me numerous 
communications from London practitioners, both as to the atti- 
tude of the registry officials where the applicant shelters himself 
behind the decisions obtained by me or the new statutory authority 
confirming such decisions, and the taking still of a higher fee than 
the judicially-pronounced proper one. To meet this, and the not 
keeping the office open as long as the Act prescribes. I have given 
notice that, at the coming meeting of the Incorporated Law Society, 
I shall move a recommendation to the council. 

_ Life is too short for me individually to engage in any fresh litiga- 
tion with the registry, but I learn from a solicitor of the highest 
standing that, prior to my movements, the officials allowed him to 
use the so-called private lexicographical index at half a crown per 
transaction, but later on the fee was raised to half a crown per name; 
the solicitor in question having paid the almost incredible sum of 
17s. 6d in one case (where seven vendors joined) for searching this 
‘* private” book ! 

The Act says 1s. for every “search,” not every ‘“‘name.” I myself, 
like other persons whose time is money, use the lexicographical index, 
but I wholly object to pay 150 per cent. more for searching an 
improved ‘‘ private” book merely because no improvement is made 
in the public book. The veriest tyro knows that the latter 
would have been altered and classified long ago under ordinary 
circumstances, owing to the growth of business. 

What would the profession think if the index kept at the Judgment 
Registry Office (where the officials adopt the lexicographical principle) 
had been dubbed “private,” or what should we say if the Writ 
Department were to take to forming a private index and doubling or 
trebling the statutory fee? Surely it is time that this quasi-private 
interest in the receipt of fees at a public office (involving at least 
30,000 transactions annually) should be bought up or otherwise put 


an end to? Francis K. Munrton. 
City, Jan. 14. 





DESIGNATION OF COMMISSIONERS FOR OATHS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—In the very full and favourable review of my book on Oaths 
and Affirmations which you were good enough to give in your last 
issue, you pointed out that, while I have s'ated in my book that the 
proper designation of a commissioner in future will be simply “‘ A 
Commissioner for Oaths,” I have not specifically said what will be 
the designation of existing commissioners of the Supreme Court 
appointed oy to the Ist of January, 1890, when the Commission- 
ers for Oaths Act came into operation. 

It is hardly safe at the present time to lay down any absolute rule 
on the point you have raised, but the following remarks may, per- 
haps, be of service to those of your readers who are commissioners 
of the Supreme Court. 

As a matter of opinion, it seems to me clear that commissioners of the 
Supreme Court appointed prior to the Ist of January ought in future 
to adopt the same designation as commissioners appointed since that 
date under the Commissioners for Oaths Act, 1889.—viz., ‘A Com- 
missioner for Oaths”; or, if the document sworn to or attested is 
for use out of England, ‘‘ A Commissioner for Oaths in England.” 

Section 13 of the Commissioners for Oaths Act contains sufficient 
authority for making this change. That section enacts that a com- 
missioner authorized before the commencement of the Act to 
administer oaths in the Supreme Court shall be deemed to be a commis- 
sioner within the meaning of the Act. The evident intention of the 
Act is to introduce complete uniformity into the system under which 

i 's are appointed and their powers exercised. Although 
there is no direct enactment as to uniformity of designation, it is 
— consistent with the general spirit of the Act and in conformity 
with section 13 that there should in fature be only one designation 
for all commissioners exercising the general powers which the Act 
confers alike upon those appointed under it and upon commissioners 
of the Supreme Court appointed prior to its commencement, 

Centro! Office, Jan. 13. Francis A SrrinGEr, 








The annual council of the judges, held under the provisions of th 
Judicature Act, 1873, was held on Monday under the z idency of the 
Lord Chancellor in his lordship’s room at the Royal Courts of Justice, 
when the — —o ree ate ys - the Rolls, the judges of the 
Ohancery Division, the Queen’s c vision, and the Probate, Di 
and Admiralty Division were all present. . a bata 


pen 
81 Vict. c. 47. 


—_. 
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Court of Appeal, 
Re WILLEY—No. 2, 13th January, 


Lunacy—APpPoinTMEnT OF New TrusteE—JURISDICTION—APPOINTMENT oF 
TRUSTEE TO DISCHARGE Duties or Executor—Trustze Act, 1850, 3s, 


, 


In this case a question arose as to the jurisdiction of the Court of Lunacy 
under the Trustee Act, 1850, to appoint a trustee to discharge duties 
properly belonging to an executor. Section 2 of the Act provides that the 
words ‘‘trust’’ and ‘‘trustee’’ “shall extend to and include the duties 
incident to the office of personal representative of a deceased person.’’ In 
Be Moore (21 Oh. D. 778) a testator had by his will left all his property to 
his wife for life, and appointed her his sole executrix, and had also be. 
queathed legacies to be paid after her death, but he had not appointed any 
trustees. All the testator’s debts and the legacies payable during the life 
of the widow had been paid, and she desired that trustees should be 
appointed of the testator’s personal estate for the purposes of his will. An 
action for the administration of the personal estate was brought against 
the widow by one of the reversionary legatees, and after service of the 
writ a petition was presented in the action by the plaintiff, the defendant, 
and another reversionary legatee. The petition was also entitled in the 
matter of the Trustee Act, and it stated that no one desired to have the 
estate administered by the court and that the widow was desirous of re- 
tiring from the trusts. The petition asked that two persons might be 
appointed as trustees of the personal estate for the purposes of 
the will in place of the widow, for a vesting order, and a stay of 
further proceedings ia the action. Kay, J., thought that section 
2 of the Act removed any difficulty, and that, though the court 
could not remove an executor, it could appoint a trustee or trustees 
to perform the duties of an executor, which in that case meant to 
pay the legacies when they became payable. In the present case a 
testator by his will appointed two nephews his executors and trustees. 
He bequeathed to his wife an annuity for her life, and directed his 
executors to set apart a fund, the income of which would be sufficient to 
answer the annuity. He gave the sum of £2,000 to his trustees upon tru,t 
to invest the same as therein mentioned, and to pay the income thereof to 
D., for her life. And he bequeathed the sum of £8,500 to his trustees, upon 
trust to pay the income thereof in part to one of the two nephews, and as 
to the remainder to the other nephew, for their lives respectively, and 
subject thereto upon trust for certain charities. And the testator be- 
queathed the residue of his estate to his two nephews in equal shares. 
‘The testator died in November, 1888. Both the executors proved the will. 
The estate of the testator at the time of his death included money invested 
on mortgage, and stocks and shares of companies. In July, 1889, one of 
the executors was found a lunatic. This petition was presented by the 
testator’s widow, D., and the sane executor, for the appointment of a new 
trustee of the will in place of the lunatic. ‘Che question was raised by the 
court whether a new trustee could be appointed under the Act until all 
the duties of the executors in that character had been discharged. The 
petitioner’s counsel relied upon Re Moore. 

Tue Court (Corron, Linpiey, and Lorszs, L.JJ.), ordered the petition 
to stand over until evidence should be adduced that all the testator’s debts 
and funeral and testamentary expenses had been paid. Oorron, L J., was 
inclined to think that in Re Moore the court had gone too far, and that the 
Act did not authorize the appointment of a trustee to discharge duties 
which belonged—not to the office of a trustee—but only to thai of an 
executor.—Councin, Badcock. Soxtcrrors, Orowders & Vizard. 


STROUSBERG v. M’GREGOR—No. 2, 15th January. 
Lis Psnpgns—Vacatinc Reaistration—30 & 31 Vict. co. 47, 8. 2. 


In this case a question arose as to vacating the registration of a /is 
dens under the power given to the court by section 2 of the Act 30 & 
ection 2 provides that ‘the court before whom the 
property sought to be bound is in litigation may, upon the determiuation 
of the lis yondens or during the pendency thereof, where the court shall 
be satisfied that the litigation is not proszcuted bond fide, make an order, 
if it shall see fit, for the vacating of the registration without the consent 
of the who registered it.”” The action was brought by a purchaser 
of land against the vendor, to enforce specific performance of the contract 
for sale. The purchaser had paid a deposit, but had failed to pay the 
balance of his purchase-money within the time mentioned in the con- 
tract, and the vendor had thereupon treated the contract as at an end. 
One of the questions in the case was, whether time was of the essence of 
the con‘ract. The plaintiff registered the action as a lis pendens. 
Kekewich, J., dismissed the action. The plaintiffat once gave notice of 
his intention to appeal, but, notwithstan & this, Kekewich, J., on the 
defendant’s application, which was opposed by the plaintiff, made an 
order ¥ the registration of the /is pendens. He was of opinion 
that the plaintiff did not bond fide intend, in case he should be successful 
on the appeal, to complete his contract by g the balance of the 
purchase-money. The plaintiff appealed against the dismissal of his 
action, and also against the order discharging the registration. 

Tux Cover (Oorron, Linpiey, and Loras, L.JJ.) affirmed the judgment 
of Kekewich, J., dismissing the motion. 





The plaintiff's counsel thereupon stated that he intended to appeal to 
the House of Lords, and the appeal against the order vacating the regis- 
tration was then heard. In the couree of the argument Pooley v. Bosanquet 
(7 Oh. D. 541) was referred to with regard to the construction of section 2. 
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Tax Court held that the registration must be allowed to stand, in case 
the plaintiff should present a petition of appeal to the House of Lords 
within three weeks, and give an undertaking to prosecuteitduly. Corron, 
1,J., was of opinion that the words of section 2—‘‘not prosecuted bond 

”—did not rg <4 mean that there was no honest intention of prose- 
cuting an appeal, though they included that, but they went further. If 
the appeal, though being honestly prosecuted, was not being honestly 
prosecuted for the purpose of obtaining the relief — in the action, but 
tor some indirect P se, the court ought to interfere by vacating the 
registration. Could the court in the present case come to the conclusion 
that the plaintiff had not the honest intention of completing his contract, 
in case the House of Lords should decide in his favour? Looking at a 
valuation of the property by very competent valuers which had been pro- 
duced, and which shewed the value of the property to be very much larger 
than the price which the plaintiff had agreed to give for it, the court could 
not come to that conclusion. The proper course would be to allow the 
appeal to stand over for three weeks from to-day, and, if by that time the 
plaintiff had presented a petition of appeal to the House of Lords and had 
given an undertaking to prosecute the appeal duly, the order of Kekewich, 
J, would be discharged, and the registration of the lis pendens allowed to 
stand. If within the three weeks the plaintiff had not done doth these 
things, the appeal would be dismissed without any farther a 
Lryptey and Lopzs, L.JJ., concurred.— OCounset, Boeritt, Q.C., and 
a’ Beckett Terrell; Warmington, Q.C., and O. Leigh Clare. Soutcrrors, 
Cuddon § Oo. ; H. Perry Beecher. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re THE LONDON AND WESTMINSTER BREAD CO. (LIM.)—Ohitty, J., 
; 11th January. 
Oompanres Act, 1862, ss. 51, 16.—Vonuntary WinpiInc vrp—TRANSFER 
or Bustnzss—Noricg or Dissent. 


In this case the question arose as to the validity of a notice of dissent 
by a member of a company from the voluntary liquidation of the company 
end its amalgamation with another company. On the 29th of August, 
1889, the company passed resolutions for voluntary liquidation and amal- 
gamation, and the appointment of its secretary as voluntary liquidator. 
Oa the 31st of A t notice of dissent was served by a shareholder. Oa 
the 16th of September a meeting was held duly confirming the resolutions. 
The notice was subsequently recognized by the liquidator, but afterwards 
objected to as informal, on the ground that the dissentient member had 
not complied with section 161 of the Companies Act, 1862, which provides 
that notice of dissent shall be given not later than seven days after the 
date of the meeting at which the special resolution was , and it was 
contended that, to have had any validity, the notice should have been given 
within seven days after the confirmatory meeting. The notice was not 
returned to the sender. The dissentient shareholder had served notice 
under section 162 of the Companies Act for the appointment of an 
arbitrator. The liquidator now moved to restrain the proceediogs in the 
at bitration. 

Onrrry, J., said that it was plain that the notice had come to the hands 
of the Jiquidator, and had been retained by him. The object of the Act 
was that no inconvenience should be caused to the liquidator by share- 
holders who had not voted in support of the special resolution standing 
out and speculating on the possibilities of the assets of the company 
becoming more or less valuable. The shareholder here had not voted at 
either meeting, and his notice had for some time not been objected to, 
nor had it been returned. He had not to decide the question whether a 
notice ot dissent sent before any meeting for voluntary liquidation had 
been held was a valid notice. Probably such a notice would not be valid. 
The motion was dismissed with costs.—OounseLt, Byrne, Q.0., and 
Dunhim ; Kenyon Parker, Soxtcrrors, Watson § Co. ; Downing, Holman, $ 
Co , fur Downing ¢ Handcock, Oardiff. 


Re DICKSON, DICKSON ». DICKSON—Stirling, J., 13th January. 


E.ection — Serrnemenr — Arrer- Acquirrp Property — INTEREST OF 
Resrovary Lecaree in Specrric OHATTELS FORMING PART OF Resrpvur. 


The marriage settlement of Sir John and Lady Dickson contained a 
covenant to bring into settlement after-acquired property of the value of 
£500 or upwards, except jewels, trinkets, and other chattels of specified 
kinds, which it was declared should belong to the wife for her separate 
use. The brother of Lady Dickson by his will gave his residue, whether 
real or F angpenry to his trustees and executors upon trust for sale and 
Conversion and payment of his funeral and testamentary expenses aud 
debts, and subject thereto for Lady Dickson absolutely. The residuary 
estate of the testator comprised certain chattels of such a nature as to come 
within the exception from the after- acquired property clause in the settle- 
ment. The property had been co without prejudice to the 
question whether the chattels belonged to Lady Dickson or the trustees 
of her settlement. 

Srreatine, J., said that it was clear that if there had been merely a gift 
of residue without a trust for conversion, Lady Dickson would, according 
to Cooper v. Cooper (22 W. R 713, L, R. 7 H. L. 58), have taken an interest 
ia the specific chattels. ‘ For the benefit of creditors and for the facility 
of division among the next of kin,” said Lord Oairns in that case (at p. 
65), ‘* the estate is to be turned into money, but as regards substantial 
proprietorship, the right of the next of kin remains clear to every item 
forming the personal estate of the intestate, subject only to those para- 
mount claims of creditors.” The fact that there was a trust for conver- 


in Cooper v. Cooper, who said (at p. 64): ‘*In point of form, no doubt what 
he was entitled to by the appointment was one-third of the proceeds of 
the sale of Pain’s , and not one-third of ’s Hill in specie; but 
that, I think, your lordships will consider to be mere matter of form. 
His lordship, therefore, held that Lady Dickson was entitled to the chat- 
tels in specie, and that they accordingly came within the exception to 
the after-acquired property clause, and did not pass to the settlement 
trustees.—CounseL, Gregory; Proctor. Soxicrrors, Hanbury, Hutton, $ 
Whitting. 
Re PYLE WORKS (LIM.)—Stirling, J., 13th January. 


Oompany—Morteace or Uncatigsp Carirratc—Winpinc vup—UwNexcurep 
Crevrrors—Paroriry or Mortcacee—Companres Act, 1862, ss. 16, 38, 
75, 98, 101, 133. 

In this case an important question arose whether the mortgagees of 
uncalled capital were entitled to be paid what was due on the 

out of calls made in the winding up in priority to the unsecured tors 
of the company. The company was in 1880 with a memo- 
ae jum set er ry — defined = objects of the com) eae be 
amongst others)—(/.) to borrow m: y mortgage or ve 
money on deposit, and issue transferable and other bonds and x 
debenture, and other securities, founded or based upon all or auy of the 
real and personal assets or on the credit of the company. ~~ the articles 
of association, which bore even date with the memorandum 

it was provided (article 3) that the board of directors ‘‘ may from time to 
time borrow on bonds or debentures of the company, or on of 
all or any part of the pro of the company, and either or 
without including in any such mortgage all or any definite proportion of 
the capital of company then uncalled, such sums of money as they from 
time to time think expedient.” The mortgages in question were the 
following :—(1) A mortgage, dated the 3rd of January, 1882, by which, 
Sat, 8 he Gay ee oe £6 per share on 3,500 preferred 
shares of the company ; F ~y all the personal property, assets, 
and effects which then, or at any during the covtinuance of the 


security, should belong to the com » but not inclu any uncalled 
capital of the company, except that thereinbefore expressly as 


were assigned to secure repayment of an advance of £2,500. 
mortgage, dated the 3rd of May, 1886, whereby the uncalled amounts of 
£4 per share on 5,000 shares of the company were assigned by way of 
security againet any loss or damage which the mortgagees might sustain 
by reason of their having guaranteed to a certain bank the repayment of 
a sum of £3,500 advanced by the bank to the company, and also 
—— to certain railway companies the payment of such sum as might 

due to them by the company for carriage of goods upon their ledger 
account with the railway companies. (3) A mortgage, dated the 10th of 
August, 1887, whereby the uncalled amounts of £4 per share on 5,000 
shares of the company were (subject to the prior mortgages) assigned to 
secure an advance of £4,000. (4) A mortgage, dated’the 28th of October, 
1887, whereby the uncalled amounts of £4 per share on 5,000 shares of 
the company were assigned, subject to the prior mortgages, to secure an 


f £3,000. 
Srratine, J., said that, reading the memorandum and articles of asso- 
ciation together, he was of opinion that the mortgage of the 3rd of Janu- 
ary, 1882, which included both uncalled capital and other property of the 
company, was authorized. In the other the ect- matter of 
Se eeeey oe are -- capital =< Te it was wien tee 
ncluded no of the property o company 80 y 
aid not fall eithin article 3. Article 3, however, shewed an intent that 
the company should have power to mortgage uncalled capital, and in his 
lordship’s opinion it would be too narrow a construction to that the 
words “‘such mortgage’? rust necessarily mean a 


some part, however small, of the property of the company, as 
from that which the company power to make its own; and his lord- 


ship preferred to read ie View mening 6 seers hone 
money benowed. He was of therefore, that the mortgages of the 
10th of August and the 28th of October, 1887, were within the power. 
Then were these changes oficctasl sqntast. the unsecured creditors as 
regards calls made in the winding up, it being contended that a company 
formed under the Companies Act, 1862, had no power to bind such calls, 
whatever might be its powers as regards calls made by the directors? It 
a from the order made in Re Phaniz Bessemer Steel Co, (44 L. J. 
Oh. 683) that the m in that case 
by the court as being a not only on 
but on those to be made in the winding up ; 
gestion of a difference between them was to 
ments of counsel or the judgment of Jessel, M. R. 
- by Kay, J., in Howard v. Patent Ivory Manufacturing Co 

1, 38 Oh. D. 156). It was, however, contended that these 
ought not to be Sellowed, on Sho Gums Gad they inconsistent, if 


were 
not with other cases binding on all 
rounds on which the decisions in those cases were based. 


if 


a 


ding 
him to say that the 
of their contention, 
Re Pheniz Bessemer 


bers, 
dealing with joint-stock companies during the fifteen 
caaet since it was decided. He held, therefore, that the claims of the 
of the 3rd of January, 1882, the 10th of 


mortgagees under the uatnee 
August, 1887, and the 28th of October, 1887, were well founded. As 





regarded the mortgage of the 3rd of May, 1886, judgment would be poat- 
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poned until further evidence as to the circumstances under which it was 
given bad been furnished to the court.—CovnseL, Hastings, Q.C., and F. 
Whinney ; Giffard, QO, and Haldane; Phigson Beale, Q.C., and Carscn ; 
Buckley, Q.C., and Ashworth James. Soxicrtors, Lane, Monro, § Soutter ; 
Moples, Teesdale, § Co. ; Drake, Son, § Parton; G. M. Clements 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
PARNELL v. WALTER—11th January. 


Praciick — Discovery — INTERROGATORIES — ACTION OF LIBEL AGAINST 
NxrwsparPER— Pura or Payment into Covrt—Issvz as T0 DAMacEs— 
Discovery as TO Extsnt oF OrrcuLaTION oF N&wspAPER—DIscovERY 
or Names or INrorMANTS, 


This was an eppesl frcm an order of a master, ordering further and 
better answers lo be made to certain interrogatories, referred by Field, J., 
to the court. The action was brought againstthe proprietors of the Times 
newspaper for libel, the plaintiff complaining of the publication in the de- 
fendants’ paper of four letters alleged to have been written by the plaintiff, 
one of them being published in facsimile, and also of the reproduction ef the 
alleged facsimile letter in a pamphlet entitled “ Parnellism and Orime.” 
The defendsnts pleaded that they brought into court forty shillings, and 
that that sum was enfficient to eatisfy the plaintiff's claim, and on that 
issue was joined. The plaintiff administered interrogatories for the 
examination of the defendants. The first and second interrogatories asked 
how many copies of each of the numbers of the Zimes of three specified 
dater, and how many copies of the pamphlet ‘‘ Parnellism and Orime,’’ 
were issued to the public and circulated by sale or otherwise. The 
defendants answered that the Times newspaper, as was notorious, had a 
Jarge and genera) circulation, andthe numbers referred to were issued and 
circulated in the ordinary and usual way, and not otherwise, and that a 
Jarge number of copies of the pamphlet were issued and circulated and 
cold by newsvendors throughout the United Kingdom, They declined to 
state the number of copies, either of the newspaper or the pamphlet, 
issued to the public, on the grceunds that they did not know the number, 
end had not the means of.accertaining it without a difficult and trouble- 
some inquiry of persons not connected with the paper and its publica- 
tion, and the answer would involve a disclosure of the business traneac- 
tions of the defendant Walter and of other persons, not parties to the 
action, who were his partners in the publication of the Times, and the 
precise number of copies iesued {o the public was not materia) or relevant 
to any matters in question in the action. The remaining interrogatories 
were in substance as follows:—3. From what person or persons did you 
or any other person representing the Zimes obtain the originals of each of 
the four alleged Jetters? 4 What sum or sums of money did you or any 
other person representing the Times pay for each of the four alleged 
Jetters or for all of them? 5. State precisely what inquiries you made 
of the person or persons from whom the alleged letters were obtained 
(a) as to the person or persons to whom they were respectively addressed, 
or (4) as to the person or persons from whom, or the place in which, or 
the means by which, the person or petsons from whom the Times 
obtained the same had got possession of the said alleged letters or any 
of them. 6. State precisely what information, if any, was given to you 
by the person or persons from whom the alleged letters were obtained as 
to the above matters. 7. State precisely the steps, ifany, taken by you 
to test or verify the information so given. 8 and 9. State precisely what 
steps, if any, and whether by the comparison of handwriting or otherwice, 
and how, were taken by you to ascertain or test the genuineness of the said 
alleged letters. 10. When did you first learn, and how, that the alleged 
letters had been obtained by the person or persons from whom the Times ob- 
tained the same from or throvgh Richard Pigott? What inquiries (if 
any) did you then or subsequently, and when, make, and of whom and 
how, asto the antecedents or character or repute of the said Richard 
Pigott? The defendants declined to arswer the interrogatories (3 to 10) 
on the grounds that ‘‘they are irrelevant and not material to any 
matters in question in this action, and that the object of the plaintiff in 
administering these interrogatories is to discover the evidence we pro- 
pose to adduce in support of our case, and that the said interrogatories 
are unreasonable, unnecessary, and vexatious, and are not put bond jide 
for the purposes of this action, but for the purpose of criminating third 
— who are not parties to this action, and that the matters inquired 

to relate solely to the defendants’ case.” On the application of the 

laintiff the master made an order that the defendants should givea 
her and better answer to interrogatories 1 and 2, and should alco 
answer the other interrogatories. On the defendants appealing Field, J., 
referred the matter to the court. It was contended on the part of the 
defendants that the answers to the first two interrogatories were 
sufficient. The remaining interrogatories ought not to be allowed: 
Hennessy v. Wright (36 W. R. 879), Gibson v. Evans (23 Q. B. D. 384), 
HM’ Colla v. Jones (4 Times Law Reports, 12). On the part of the plaintiff 
it was argued that the defendants ought, in answer to the first two 
interrogatories, to give an approximate estimate of the number of copies 
issued. As to the other interrogatories, the cases cited did not apply to 
this case. What the Court of Appeal decided in Hennessy v. Wright was 
that the plaintiff in an action of libel against a newspaper ought not to 
be allowed to ask for the name of the writer, in order that, if it should 
turn out that the writer was a game who had a feeling of malice towards 
him, he might impute that malice to the defendant. Here the object of 
— was not to impute malice, but to shew gross negligence and 
yecklessnees on the part of the defendant, for the purpose of increasing 
damages, which he was entitled to do, the question of damages being the 
only question in issue. This object of increasing damages was not within 





the consideration of the court in Hennessy v. Wright and the other 
cases. 

Tue Court (Denman and Wi1ts, JJ.) partly affirmed and partly re. 
versed the order of the master. Dznman, J., said that the defendanta 
declined to give a specific answer to the two first interrogatories on thé 
ground that it would cause great trouble to them in the conduct of their 
business, and that it would be inconvenient that they should be bound 
to disclose information as to the circulation of their paper. But they 
were not entitled to withhold all information on that ground. They must 
give come information. They also said that it was impossible to tell what 
the precise circulation was. But the plaintiff had said by bis counsel 
that he did not want the precise number, he would be satisfied with an 
answer within tens of thousands. To suppose they could not give such 
an answer was absurd. Therefore they must give the best information 
they could, and that part of the order must stand. As to inte?rogatories 
3 to 10 it wasa more difficult matter. He was not perfectly confident 
that if the question had come before him for the first time he should not 
have ordered the interrogatories to be answered. He thought it might 
have been held that it was relevant to inquire where the newspaper got 
its information, whether from a notoriously disreputable person or from 
a person of good character. However, even if interrogatories might be 
put for that purpose, he did not think the interrogatories administered in 
this case were allowable, for they were not interrogatories asking for ad- 
miesions, but were rather in the nature of cross-examination. But he 
was bound by the decisions not to require answers to be given to these in- 
terrogatories. It had been plausibly contended that the cases cited did 
not apply to the present case. It was said the issues were different, the 
issue here being merely as to damages, and the interrogatories beivg put 
for the purpose of increasing the damages. But it was impossible to look 
at the decisions without seeing that the court intended to lay down the 
tule that, in an action of a Jibel against a newspaper, where the defend- 
ant took upon himself the responsibility of defending the action, the 
plaintiff should not be allowed to ask for discovery of the name of the 
writer of the libel or other informant. The question of damages was a 
main question in every action of libel, and it must have been taken into 
consideration in those cases whether mentioned in the judgments or not. 
They could not order these interrogatories to be answered, and, with 
respect to them, the appeal must be allowed. Wruts, J., thought the 
difficulty which was raised as to the first and second interrogatories was 
illusory. As to the others the question was covered by authority. They 
could not allow these interrogatories without supposing that the court in 
all the cases cited had overlooked the bearing of the matter on the ques- 
tion of damages —CovunseL, Asquith; Lemley Smith, QC, and W. 
Graham. Soxrcrrors, Lewis § Lewis ; Soames, Edwards, § Jones. 


SOUTHERN COUNTIES DEPOSIT BANK +. FARQUHAR—13th January. 


PracticEe—Masrigp Woman—APPLICATION FOR JUDGMENT UNDER ORDER 
14—Proor or Szeparats Estate, 


This case raised an important point as to the practice where it is 
sought to obtain judgment against a married woman under order 14. The 
action was brought against a married woman and her husband, and the 
writ stated that the married woman was sued in respect of her ceparate 
estate. Application was madefor judgment under order 14, and Grantham, 
J., in chambers, on appeal from the master, gave leave to sign judgment 
against the married woman, such judgment to be in the form which was 
sanctioned in Scott v. Morley (836 W. R. 67, 20 Q. B. D. 120). The married 
woman appealed, and contended that the plaintiff was not entitled to 
obtain judgment against a married woman without proving that she had 
at the time of making the contract separate estate of such a nalure as to 
raise the presumption that she intended to bind it: L«ake v. Driffield 
(ante, p. 47). The mere allegation in the writ that the morried woman 
had separate estate was not sufficient to throw upon the defendant the 
onus of disproving that statement. On the other side it was argued that 
the allegation in the writ, coupled with the usual affidavit shewing the 
cause of action, was enough, and that no affidavit as to the married 
woman’s separate estate was necessary. 

Tux Court (Denman and Wi113s, JJ.) held that the existence of separate 
estate must be proved, and that, as the plaintiff had not proved it in this 
case, the judgment must be set aside and unconditional leave to defend 
granted. Appeal allowed.—Counsrt, Austen; Muir Mackenzie. Soxtct- 
tors, Zurner ¢ Hacon ; Prince § Ayres. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The following notices of motion have been given for the special general 
mecting of the members of the society, to be held on the 31st inst. :— 


Privatz Brit. LEGis.ation. 


Mr. Cuantzs Forp will move:—‘ That the present sysiem of private 
Biil legislation involves unnecessary expense, and calls for modification 
in the interests of the public and the profession.’’ 


CoMMISSIONERS FoR OATHS, 

Mr. Cuarizs Forp will move :—‘'That a rule of court is called for 
requiring commissioners for oaths, before administering an oath, to ask, 
inter alia, ‘Do you understand the contents of this proposed afiidavit ?’ 
and also requiring the deponent to initial all exhibits, in addition to the 





same being marked by the commicsioner, and fixing the commissioner's 
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fee for swearing an affidavit (to be filed in the Supreme Oourt of Judica- 


ture) at 2s. 6d, 
Mippizsex ReEcGistTry. 


Mr. F. K. Monron will move:—‘‘ That having regard to the several 
decisions fixing the fees and settling the practice, this meeting recom- 
mends the council to request the registrar of deeds to notify in a pro- 
minent manner that, in cases where the oath is administered outside the 
office, the total fee for registering a memorial not exceeding 200 words is 
2s., with sixpence per 100 beyond, and, further, to keep the office open for 
at least six hours daily ‘for the despatch of all business,’ as the Statute of 
Anne directs.’’ 

Practice OoMMITTEE. 

Mr. F. K. Munron will move:-—‘ That, having regard to changes of 
practice and emergencies, often requiring instant attention, it is 
expedient that the council should nominate a special permanent outside 
committee—of not less than fifteen members—specially conversant with 

ractice, to whom urgent questions could be conveniently referred for 
inquiry and report.’’ 
Consuztar Courts. 

Mr. Epmunp Kiuser will move:—‘ That the administration of justice 
in consular courts is defective, and that some proper provision ought to 
be made for insuring the due discharge of judicial functions in those 
courts by competent persons.” 

Jornt Stock Oompanres—WaAtver OLAUvsE. 

Mr, Epmunp Kiser will move:—‘' That the general use of what is 
called the waiver clause in prospectuses of joint stock companies, under 
the advice of the best men in both branches of the profession, notwith- 
standing the declaration of Lord Justice Lindley that it is of doubtful 
validity, shews that the Legislature has overstepped the requirements of 
commerce and the common sense of mankind.’’ 


Jornt Stock CompaANnrtEs—PROTECTION AGAINST FrAup. 


Mr. Epmunp Kimzzr will move:—‘ That for the purpose of checking 
fraud any future legislation on the subject of joint stock companies ought 
to proceed upon the lines of compelling tho registration of all prospect- 
uses, reports, balance-sheets, and notices, and requiring geeater freedom 
in disclosure of accounts, rather than of making that criminal by statute 
which is not criminal, or of changing the law in a wholesale and drastic 
way which may only have the effect of driving business from the 
country. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
THE BAR EXAMINATION. 


There will be certain important changes in the subjects of the bar 
examinations in 1890 ; among others Edwards’ Compendium of the Law of 
Property in Land will be added to the prescribed subjects. 





THE FINAL EXAMINATION. 
The final is now proceeding, and we annex the first paper, which is rather 
easy, with references to text-writers, &c. 


ConvVEYANCING. 

1. On the completion of a purchase, what are the rights and liabilities 
respectively of the vendor and purchaser with regard to the custody and 
production of the deeds and documents of title, whether they relate exclu- 
sively to the property sold, or to other property of the vendor as well? 
(Edwards’ Compendium, pp. 292, 293). 


2. At what place must title deeds be produced for examination with the 


abstract of title, and who must bear the expense of any journeys necessary 
to examine any of such deeds? (At the vendor’s office, see also section 3 
(6) of the Conveyancing Act, 1881). 

3. Your client, the proposed vendor of a freehold house, instructs you 
to draw an agreement for the sale thereof to B. Give the heads of the 
om you would prepare. (Davidson’s Concise Precedents, 12th ed , 
p. 


4, When are leases required to be made by deed, and what duration of 
tenancy may be created by parol? (Edwards’ Compendium, p. 315). 

5 Under what circumstances, if any, is a tenaut for life entitled under 
the Settled Land Act, 1882, to raise money on mortgage of the settled 
land? (Section 18 of the Settled Land Act, 1882). 

6. Your client instructs you to draw the mortgage of a freehold house to 
recure the repayment of £1,000 he proposes to lend to B. Give the out- 
line of the mortgage you would prepare, specifying the covenants and 
provisoes you would insert therein. (Sweet’s Concise Precedents, p. 609). 

7. What is the liability of a tenant to his landlord for payment of the 
rent of the — occupied by the tenant, if the same should be 
destroyed or damaged by fire during the tenancy ? (Smith’s Landlord and 
Tenant, p. 203). 

8. What protection is afforded to the trustees of a settlement, under the 
Settled Land Act, 1882, with regerd to the exercise of the powers conferred 
by that Act upon the tenant for life? (Sections 41 and 42). 

9. In what way, on an appointment of new trustees, does the trust pro- 
perty, consisting both of real and personal estate, now become vested in 
the new trustees? (Section 34 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881). 

10. A. dies intestate, without leaving any issue, but leaving a father and 
a widow. B. dies intestate, without leaving any issue or either a father 








or & widow, but leaving a mother and brothers and sisters. How will the 
estate of A. and B. res vely be distributed, and who will be 
entitled to their real estate? (Goodeve’s Personal Property, pp. 323, 324, 


and Edwards, Pp. 386 and 383). 
11. Mention the several ways in which a will may be revoked, and how 


may a revoked will be revived? (Edwards, pp. 372, 373). 
12 lain whether a provision for settling the after-acquired property 
of the wife should now be inserted in a marriage settlement. (Elphinstone’s 


Introduction to Conveyancing, p. 283). 

13. Under what circumstances, if any, can the life interest of a husband 
in the property comprised in his marriage settlement be made determiu- 
able on his bankruptcy or on his attempting to alien or c it? 
(Elphinstone’s Introduction, BP. 302, 303 ; Re Detmold, 40 Oh. D. 585). 

14, O0., by his will, leaves residuary real and estate ‘‘ to A. 
and B.” B. dies before the same is divided, having and bequeathed 
his real and personal estate to D. Will D. take any, and, if so, what, ia- 
terest in the residuary real and personal estate of O.? Give the reasons for 
your answer. (Edwards’ Compendium, pp. 142, 143). 

15. What is now the liability of a trustee who has advanced trust money 
on @ mortgage security for a larger sum than he was justified in lending ? 
(Trustee Act, 1888, s. 5). 


LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupents’ Desatine Socirty.—Jan. 14—Mr. Todd in the chair,— 
The debate, ‘‘ That the case of Megui Steamship Co. v. McGregor, Gow, ¢ 
Co. (23 Q. B. D. 598), was wrongly decided,” was opened by Mr. G. H. 
Devonshire in the affirmative. He was suppo by Messrs. O. R. 
Bowles, D. Nimmo, and W. M. Woodhouse, and op by Messrs. 
A. W. Watson and T. W. Blagg. Mr. Bowles replied for Mr. Devonshire, 
and the chairman, having summed up, the motion, on a division, was 
negatived by a majority of seven. 








THE FACTORS ACT, 1889. 


Last week, before a meeting of the Institute of Bankers, held at the 
London Institution, Finsbury-circus, Mr. R. T. Reid, QO, M.P., reada 
paper on the above Act. The Zimes gives the following summary of the 


per :— 
a Reid observed that the Act had solved—at all events, for the pre- 
sent—a number of very real commercial. difficulties which had arisen 
during the last sixty years, and had been the source of four earlier Acts of 
Parliament aud of innumerable legal decisions. It would, he said, be 
superfluous, especially after Mr. Arthur Cohen’s paper, read before the 
institute in April, 1889, for him to dwell upon the historical aspects of the 
prolonged legal and commercial controversy which led to those enactments, 
and he understood that it was rather the desire of those who had asked 
him to read the paper that he should put before them a lawyer's view of 
the new Factors Act. He then pointed out its effect, both as rds the 
law of agency and the law of sale—remarkiug that, like its predecessors, 
the Act of 1889 dealt with more than the law of factors—and referred to 
the great inconvenience which had been removed by the new measure. 
Recapitulating, afterwards, its substance, he said: If a merchant or banker 
were to ask in what respects the Act of 1889 secures him in buying 
goods, or making advances on or documents of title to goods, my 
answer would be as follows:—Unless your transaction is in good faith, 
you obtain no protection from this Act, but if the transaction is in good 
faith, you may buy from, or make advances to, or effect exchanges of 
goods or documents of title to goods in the ordinary course of business, 
with a mercantile agent, if he is, with the consent of the owner, in pos- 
session of the goods or of the documents of title thereto. That consent 
will be assumed in court unless the contrary is proved, and your title will 
not be affected by any revocation of it unknown to you. Oonsent by the 
true owner to his agent’s possession of any goods or documents of title 
carries with it consent to the possession of any derivative documents of 
title. If a mercantile agent pledges to you goods or documents of title to 
goods, not for cash, but in exchange for other goods or documents of title 
or negotiable securities, you acquire no t or interest in excess of the 
value which you have given him in exchange. If a mercantile agent 
pledges to you goods or documents of title to goods as a security for an 
antecedent debt, you acquire no further right thereto than the agent 
himself could have enforced at the time of the pledge. A con- 
signee has a lien for advances made on goods to the shipper, though 
he be not a mercantile agent, who has been allowed by the true 
owner to consign them or ship them in his own name, unless the nee 
was aware of the true title. A seller who remains in possession of the 
goods sold, or documents of title thereto, can effectually dispose of them 
to an innocent third person. A buyer who has obtained, with the consent 
of his seller, posseesion of goods or documents of title may dispose of 
them to an innocent third person in just the same manner as the above- 
mentioned mercantile agent. If an uupaid seller of = transfers to 
avyone as buyer or owner the documents of title, any er transfer of 
those documents to a person receiving them in good faith and for valuable 
consideration will defeat the ny oe seller’s lien and his right of stoppage 
in transitu. In conclusion, Mr. Reid observed that, although the Act was 
not in all respects as clear as it might be, it was yet a great improvement 
on preceding Acts. ‘The thanks of the legal profession, as well as of the 
mercantile community, were due to those who promoted it, and he ven- 
tured to express the hope that progress might be made in codifying other 
branches of commercial law of equal or even of greater importance. 
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LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Sir Joszrx Hzron, solicitor, formerly town clerk of Manchester, died 
at Oannes on the 23rd ult., in his eighty-first year, from paralysis. 
Sir J. Heron was the son of Mr. James Holt Heron, of Manchester, 
and was articled to Mr. John Hampson, of Manchester, and he was 
admitted a solicitor in 1830, when he commenced practice at Man- 
chester. In 1838, on the first incorporation of the borough, he was 
elected town clerk of Manchester, and he filled that post till 1877, when 
the corporation appointed him consulting town clerk. He was also for 
nearly forty years clerk of the borough court of record. sane his 
many services to the town of Manchester he promoted and carried the 
Borough Police Bill and the Bill for obtaining a supply of water from 
Thirlmere. He received the honour of knighthood in 1869. Sir J. 
Heron was a magistrate for Lancashire. 


Mr. Joszsru Briccs Dickson, solicitor (of the firm of Buck, Dicksone, 
& Cockshott), of Preston, Southport, and Garstang, died at Preston on 
the 28th ult., at the age of eighty. Mr. Dickson was admitted a solicitor 
in 1833, and he had had for many years an extensive practice in Lan- 
cashire. He was for many years clerk of the Chancery Court of Lancaster, 
and acting cursitor for the County Palatine. Mr. Dickson was, at the 
date of his death, associated in partnership with Mr. John James Cock- 
shott, Mr. George Herbert Dickson, Mr. Alan Chambre Dickson, and 
Mr. Edmund Dickson. 


Mr. Grorcz Atrrep Szpewrck, solicitor, of 9, New Broad-street, and 
of Stratford. died on the 24th ult. from apoplexy, after a short illness. 
Mr. Sedgwick was admitted a solicitor in 1862, and he was for several 

ears a member of the firm of Elmslie, Forsyth, & Sedgwick, of 27, 

enhall-street, but more recently he had practised alone at 9, New 
Broad-street. In 1877 he was elected vestry clerk of the parish of West 
Ham, and he held that office until his death. He was also returning 
officer for the Walthamstow Division of the county of Essex. Mr. Sedg- 
wick was buried at the West Ham Cemetery on the 28th ult. 


Mr. Tuomas Lyppon Surracz, solicitor and town clerk, of Sandwich, 
died on the 2nd inst. in his eightieth year. Mr. Surrage, who was one of 
the oldest solicitors and town clerks in Kent, was the eldest son of Mr. 
Thomas Lyddon Surrage, of Wincanton, Somersetshire. He was admitted 
a solicitor in 1831, He had been town clerk of Sandwich for over fifty 
years. He was a perpetual commissioner for the county of Kent, and he 
was also clerk of the peace for the borough of Sandwich. 


Mr. Exnest Grorian Jackson, solicitor, of Belper and Derby, died at 
Belper on the 30th ult. from heart disease. Mr. Jackson was admitted a 
soticitor in 1873, and he had since acquired a good practice at Belper and 
Derby. His younger brother, Mr. Francis Joseph Jackson, had been for 
some time in partnership with him. Mr. Jackson leaves a widow, but no 
family. He was buried at Belper on the 3rd inst. 


Mr. Wi111m Copp, tolicitor, died at Maldon on the 27th ult. at the age 
of eighty-seven. Mr. Oodd was admitted a solicitor in 1828, and he prac- 
tised for about fifty-five years at Maldon. He was for thirty-seven years 
coroner for the Eastern Division of Ersex, and he was also clerk to the 
Maldon Board of Guardians and Assesement Committee, registrar of the 
Maldon County Court (Circuit No. 38), superintendent-registrar and 
clerk to the magistrates and Commirsioners of Taxes for the Hundred of 
Dengie and to the Commissioners of Taxes for the borough of Maldon. 
He was a perpetual commissioner for the county of Eesex. About six 
years ago he retired from practice in consequence of failing health, and 
po pe all his appointments except that of superintendent-registrar. Mr. 

was unmarried. He was buried at Woodham Mortimer on the 2nd 





APPOINTMENTS. 
Mr. Francis Henny Perrrer, solicitor, of Birmingham and Hands- 
worth, has been appointed Solicitor to the Yardley School Board. Mr. 
Pepper was admitted in 1886. 


Mr. Wiit1am Pratt, solicitor (of the firm of Lloyd & Pratt), of 


Reape. Monmouthshire, has been appointed a Commissioner to 
ister Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Cuautzs Boon Banwzs, solicitor, of Brackley, has been appointed 
Clerk to the Brackley Board of Guardians, Assessment Committee, 
School Attendance Committee, and Rural Sanitary Authority, in succes- 
sion to his partner, the late Mr. Arthur Weston. 


Mr. Moncaw Marutas Tuomas, solicitor, of Pembroke, Haverfordwest, 
and Tenby, has been appointed Returning Officer to the Pembrokeshire 
County Council, Mr. Thomas was admitted a solicitor in 1876, 


Mr. Rossnt Henny Hurst, barrister, has been elected Deputy Chair- 
man of the West Sussex (Quarter Sessions, on the resignation of Mr. Jobn 
James Johneon, QC. Mr. Hurst is the only son of Mr. Robert Henry 
Harst, of Horsham. He was educated at Westminster and at Trini.y 

Cambridge, where he graduated as a wrangler in 1840. He was 

to the bar at the Middle Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1842, and he 

is 2 member of the South-Eastern Circuit. Mr. Hurst is recorder of 

Hastings and Rye, and he was M.P. for Horsham in the Liberal interest 
from 1865 till 1874, and from December, 1875, till February, 1876. 

Mr. Preene Leone Onasreriren, barrister, has been » ted a 
Queen’s Counsel for the colony of Mauritius. Mr. Chastellier is the 
second son of Mr. Frederick Ohastellier. He is a Licentiate of Laws of the 








University of Paris, and he was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in 
Michaelmas Term, 1863. 

Mr. Wii1u14m Henry Tatzor, deputy town clerk of Manchester, hag 
been y=“ Town Clerk of that city, in succession to the late Sir 
Joseph Heron. Mr. Talbot was admitted a solicitor in 1853. 


Lord Romiiuy has been elected a Bencher of Gray’s-ian. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
DissoLuTions. 


James Hopcson and Tom Harrizy Roszerts, solicitors (Hodgson & 
Roberte), Burnley. Dec. 31. James Hodgson will in future continue to 
carry on the said practice at the above address in his own name. 


Hy. Epwarp Morice, R. Bremamex Toruzr, and W. H. Buaxzstey, 
solicitors {Morice, Toller, & Blakesley), 8, Serjeant’s-inn, Fleet-street, 
London. Dec. 31. 


Ernest Lant TynDALt and Erxnsst Cuarizs Rocsrs, solicitors (Tyndall 
& Rogers), Birmingham. Dec. 31. [ Gazette, Jan. 10, 


Epwarp Go.pinc Exrwss and Artuur Cyrit Suarprs, solicitors (Elwes & 
Sharpe), Furnival’s-inn, London. July 31. 


Wituram Joun Sympson Wurrry and Gsrorce Trice Litiey, solicitors 
(Whitty & Lilley), Bristol. Jan. 1. The business will in future be carried 
on by George Trice Lilley and Alfred Tombs Mutlow in partnership. 

[ Gazette, Jan. 14. 


GENERAL. 


It is stated that Parliament will this year, in addition to whatever public 
Bills may be introduced, have to deal with 244 meagures (exclusive of 
Provisional Orders) coming under the head of ‘‘ Private Bills.” 


The Attorney-General has been sufferiag from a cold, not, we believe, 
of a serious nature. On Tuesday, at the Wisbech County Oourt, it was 
announced that Judge Price was suffering from the prevalent malady, 
and ihe court had to be postponed. 


The Council of Legal Education have made the following me 
of examiners for the year ending January 10, 1891 :—In Jurisprudence, 
&c., and Roman Law, Mr. A. Henryand Mr. Percy F. Wheeler ; in Equity, 
Mr. 0. 8. Medd; in Common Law, Mr. Edwyn Jones; in the Law of 
Real and Personal Property, Mr. J. Bradley Dyne. 


Mr. William Patchett, Q.C., has been elected by the hon. Society of the 
Inner Temple a member of the committee of the Inns of Court Bar 
a Royal Courts of Justice, in place of the late Sir John Maule, 
Q.C, 


The Estates Gazette gives the following as the amounts realized at the 
London Auction Mart in 1889 for the various properties mentioned :— 
Freehold properties in the postal districts, £805,969; copyhold properties 
in the postal districts, £17,220; leasehold properties in the postal dis- 
tricts, £1,039,942; freehold ground-rents of £10,329 18s. 10d. a year in 
postal districts, £284,107 ; copyhold ground-rents of £120 a year in postal 
districts, £2,450; leasehold ground-rents of £6,106 15s. 9d. a year in 
postal districts, £83,485 ; freehold properties outside the postal districts, 
£258,621 ; copyhold properties outside the postal districts, £2,475 ; lease- 
hold properties outside the postal districts, £25,658; freehold ground- 
rents of £2,514 14s. outside the ree districts, £47,615; copyhold 
ground-rents of £9 outside the districts, £180; leasehold ground- 
rents of £285 outside the postal istricta, £5,105. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
RoTa CF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 










Date APPEAL COURT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
~ No. 2. Kay. OuITTY. 
Monday, Jan......, ........ 20 Mr. Rolt Mr. Clowes Mr. Pemberton 
. | _Reeese Farmer Jackson Ward 
Wednesday...... ~~ Rolt Clowes Pemberton 
= . 38 Farmer Jackson Ward 
1 cscoceree . 24 Rolt Clowes Pemberton 
Saturday .......00.60.s0-0-008 25 Farmer Jackson Ward 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
ORTH. STIRLING. KEKEWIOL. 
Monday, Jan............... 20 Mr. Pugh Mr. Godfrey Mr. Lavie 
ST sth cenes 00d ‘sneoseias Beal Leach Carrington 
Wednesday...........0:000 22 Pugh Godfrey Lavie 
Thursday. . 93 Beal Leach Oarrington 
24 Pugh Godfrey Lavie 
Beal Leach Carrington 


A Goop InvasTMENT.—To purchase a house by asmall deposit and a monthly 
payment of from 5s to 10s. in addition to the rent (for a period only), is one of 
the safest and best investments tomate. It requires but asmall expenditure 
of capital, whilst it provides a future permanent income. a, for further 
information the SxorETary, Temperance Permanent Building Society, 4. 
Ludgate-hill, London, E.O,- { ADvT. | 

WARNING TO INTENDING House PurcHasens & Lussens.—Before purchasing or 
renting a house nave’ belentiary err angesentethoronghiy examines by an expetr 
from the Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Oo., 65, late 115, Victoria-st , West- 
minster (Hetab. 1976), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c. —[ ADVT.)] 
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Su conemn, Remain tiie Bottom, ur Sashetige Wells, Genet Denier. Jan 31. 
WINDING UP NOTICES. suomi untae Bonny By & Son. Tunbridge We = amit Kent. Jan 31. Cripps & Son, 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Jan. 10. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
Aspey Mitts DistitiERy, Limirep—Petn for wind 
directed to be heard before Chitty, J, on Saturday, 
Abchurch laze, solors for petner 
DUCKER PoRTABLE House Co, Limrtep - Petn for winding up, presented Jan 8, 
directed to be heard before Btirling, J, on Saturday, Jan 18 Hollams & Co, 
Mincing lane, ¢ olors for petners 
Great BEAM TIN Ming. LimtreED—Petn for winding up. presented Dec 14, 
to be heard before Kay, J, on Saturday, Janis Stokes, Bedford row, 


solor for — 
NIAGARA, —North, J, has fixed Wednesday, Jan 22,at 1, at his chambers, 
for the appointment of an official liquidator 
THE SURREY PRINTING AND PUBLISHING Co, LrutrED—Creditors are required, on 
or before Feb 19, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Samuel James Boyce, 2, Metal Exchange bldgs, Grace- 


church st 
CoUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 3} 
Samuet SHaw & Co, Liw1TED—This court has, by an order dated Nov 30, ap- 
ointed Charles Frederick Finney, Central bldgs, North John st, Liverpool, to 
be official liquidator 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Murvat BENEFIT Socrety, New Inn, Wingfield lane, Clay Cross, Derby Jan 6 
Set¥ RELIANCE INDEPENDENT ORDER OF ODD FELLOWS Socrery, Angel Inn, 
Woodhouse, York Jan7 
SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS. 
JORWERTH LODGE OF TRUE IvORITES FRIENDLY Society, Fountain Inn, Pontar- 
dulais, Glamorgan Jan 6 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Jan. 14. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

DEFRIES SAFETY LAMP AND O11 Oo, Limtrep—Stirling, J. has, by an order dated 
Dec 5, appointed John Paterson, 1, Walbrook, to be official liquidator Oredi- 
tors are required, on or before Feb 3, to send their names and addresses, and 
the pentioutars of their debts or claims, to the above Friday, Feb 14, at 2, is 
appointed for hearing and ee udicating upon the debts and claims 

HoME AND ABROAD etn for wisting up, yy. Jan 9, directed to 
be heard before North, J, on Saturday, Jan 25 Oldman & Clabburn, Old Ser- 
jeants’ inn, Chancery lane, solors for petner 

LEEDS AND BRADFORD GLAss Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
Feb 13, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 

to John Rovth, Leeds Thursday, Feb 27, at 12, is appointed for hear- 
ing and adjudicating upon the debts an ‘claims 

THE BOCCHEGGIANO COPPER MINES, LimITED—Creditors are required, on or before 
Feb 12, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Richard Garnaut Cawker, 11, Temple st, Bwanses Collins & Woods, 
Swansea, solors for liquidator 

HE TOLGULLOW UniTep Minzs Co, Luwirep—Creditors are required, on or 
Teneo Feb 15, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to John Garland and William Michell, 6, Queen st pl Blunt & 
Lawford, Gresham st, solors for liquidators 


UNLIMITED IN OHANCERY. 


NEWFOUNDLAND CONSOLIDATED OoprpER MininG Co—Chitty, J, has, by an order 
ed — 7, appointed Mr Edwin Waterhouse, 44, Gresham st, to be official 
quidator 


up, presented Jan_7, 
an 18 Newman & Co. 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last DAY OF CLAIM. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Jan. 


DALRYMPLE, Haw, Pelham pl; Brompton, Esq. Feb 17. 
J. Hickson, St Swithin’s lane 


‘Stiller v Miller, Stirling, 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day OF OLA. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Dec. 31, 
BALL, x oOuN. Southwell gdns, South Kensington, Esq., F.R.S. Feb 13. Witham 
& Co, Gray’s inn sq 
BARTRUM, BENJAMIN THOMAS, College hill chbrs, Cannon st, Solicitor. March 


31. Marshall, Colcheste: 
BripGMan, FRANCIS Mary, , Se nr Ross, Hereford. Febs. Bolton & Co, 


Temple gdns 
Brown, ISAAC, Holmes Chapel, Chester, Gent. March 1. Chapman & Oo, 


Manchester 
CarTseR, MARY, Accrington, Lancs. Feb 4. Sharples, Accrington 
DunninG, Mary Carnes, Yeovil. Febi. H.S, & 8S. Watts, Yeovil 

Brice, Bridge- 


FELTHAM, ELIZABETH ANNE, North Cadbury, Somerset, Jan 21. 


wa 
Guiasscock, ANN, Braintree, Essex. Feb 15. Smoothy, Braintree 
Gooon, Sir DANIEL, Bart, Clewer Park, nr Windsor. Jan 3i. Merriman & Co, 


Aus 5 
Jones, Henry, Lexden, Essex, Gent. Marchi. Jones & Son, Colchester 
Kine, Exnizaspetn, Purbrook, Southampton. Jan 31. Edgecombe & Oo, 


ortsea 
LEMMERMANN, JOHN yway Win11aM, Albert st, Regent’s Park. Feb 10, 


Tidy & Tidy, Sackville s 

MoGowan, Jgssiz, Elm Park, Brixton. Juan 31, Kent & Co, Cheapside 

Morris, WILLIAM, Gauden rd, Clapham, Manager cf an Inaurance Office. Feb 
14 Nicholls, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Nicuot, Ropsrt, Carlisle, Butcher. Feb 1. Sewell, Carlisle 


Paperrr, Jossrux CAWKWELL, Guiseley, Yorks, Gent. Feb 4. Nelson & Co, 


8 
Piatt, Ropurt, Pitchford, Salop, Farmer. Jan 31, Wade, Shrewsbury 
Powxt1, Tom, 'Thornecombe, Dorset, Farmer. Jan 25, Clarke & Lukin, Chard 


Parestiy, JONATHAN, Ryhope, Durham, Merchant Tailor. Jan 2. J. & W. Jd. 
ae Sunderland 
Roberts, Mary ELIZABETH, Southsea, Febi, Roberts, Exeter 


SMITHER, HENRY, Milton next Gravesend, Printer, Jan 31. Oook, Milton next 
Gravesen 
Tove, ALFRED, Prichett st, Birmingham. Jan 31. Blackham & Tayler, Bir- 


ming! 
WEBSTER, GEORGE, Kirby Wiske, Yorks, Butler. Feb1. Spry, Middlesborough 
WILLIAMS, Jonn, Kingsland, Shrewsbury, retired Cab Proprietor. Jan 31. Wade, 


Shrewsbury 

London Gazette.—F arDaY, Jan, 3, 
Assort, Emity, Abbey st, Derby, Feb 28. J. & W. H.Sale & Mills, Darby 
BAXTER, James, Offord, Hunts, Yeoman. Febi. Hunnybun & Sons, Huntiog- 


on 
BrEEs.ey, ANN, Liverpool, Plumber. Marchi. Bartley & Bird, Liverpool 
BLACKWELL, ANN, Hulme, Manchester. Jan20. Weston & Co, Manshester 
Brirraty, Cecrii, Lichfield. Marchi, Coopers, Newcastle, Staffs 


CLARKE, GzoRGE, Emsworth, Hants, retired Hotel Proprietor. Feb 8. Ford & 
Son, Portsmouth 
Cures. —. South Clifton, Clerk in Holy Orders. Feb 28. Freeth & Co, 


ham 
Daves, J. t+ ATWOOD, Hagley rd, Birmingham. March 15. Johnson & Oo, Bir- 
am 
Dowst, E ‘Ebwano THISTLEWOOD, Seapsioghon House, Lincs, Farmer. Feb 10 
& Co, Hectiing and Donningto 
Duscutr,@ Guongs ATT, Upton, nr Mas closficld, Insurance Agent. Feb 14. 
Barclay & Taylor, Macclesfield 
ELLIs, Jomm, Leamington, Cordwainer. Feb:. Wright & Hassall, Lsamington 
FABNHAM, Gumnee, Tunnel sq, Rotherhithe, Timber Merchant. Feb 4. Richard- 


son, Tunbridge 
coma GERARD, South st, Park lane, Esq. Feb 10. Freshfields & Williams, Bank 


GOULD, _, O3B RNE. South st, Park tiene, Lieut. Col.in H. M. Army. Feb 
ga 





10, Freshfields & Williams, Bank b 

Goutp_ Louis EuGens, South st, Park lane, Esq. Feb 10. Freshfields & 
Willisms, Bank bldgs 

GouLD. Mary MarGaReT MorkoGH, South st, Park Jane. Fob 10. Freshfields & 
Williams, Bank bid 


GREVE, FREOERICA, Folkestone. Febi2. Burch & Co, Spring grds 


Grirrita, GEORGE AuGusTUs, Lyadhurst rd, Pockhen. formerly Uadertaker. 
Jan 3i. Belfrage & Co, John st, Bedford 
GRILLET, Geren, Qogna, Canton of Gairvemx, France. Feb 14. Samuel, Old 
road st 


Hancock, Hageiet, Worksop, Notts. Jan22. JS &C A Whall, Worksop 
Hargis, TaomMas Nogt, Gloucester pl, Hyde Park, Esq. Feb 22. Jull & God- 
gate. Westminster 


frey, Queen Anne’s 
HOLLAND, SARAH, Horshon, Sussex. Febi. M:dwin & Co, Horsham 


eek Jems, Newton, Dalton, Lancs, Farmer. Jan 20. Butler, Broughton in 

urness 

HUDDLESTON, WILLIAM. Holme, uw Spalding Moor, Yorks, F. Feb 1 
Burland & Macturk, om Gove, RSO hon eartnag wei? whe: 

KILneR, Rev JOHN, Ella rd I Crouch hill, a Doctor of Divinity. Feb 3. 
Wells, Paternoster ro 

Kratw, Pa. os ix MACKENZIE, Toxteth Park, nr Liverpool, Gant. Feb8s. Radcliffe 

verpoo 
x03, Panuat Lucas, Alexaniiria, . Meer a the Bank of Egypt. 
reh i. Sim: on & Uullingtord, Gracseh 

ae. ‘Taoatas NT Upper ae Surrey, Sain in the Militia. March 
31. Few & Co, Surrey st, Stran 

Meta. = THomas, Bootle cum fie, Lancs, Baker. Marchi. Madden & Co, 

rpoo! 

NUNN, SELINA Maris, Hampton Wick, Surrey. Feb 7. Kempson, Farnham 

and Aldershot 


PHILPOT, RoBERT, Bradford, Gold Fish Dealer. Febi, Bearder, Bradford 
Ram, GEORGE STOPFORD, ._ Clerk in Holy Orders. Feb15. Gedge 


& Co, Old Patace d, Westminster 
mee ON 9 Skipton in 7 Yorks, Saddler. Feb 3. Brown & Blash- 
2 ton 


a  hononees Huyton, Lancs, Farmer. Jan 23. Grace & Smith, 
verpoo: 
THOMSON, JOHN Dourrin, Westgate on Sea, Kent. Feb5. Ward & Co, Nicholas 


ane 
Veasy, SARAH HULBERT, Feb 18. Purrier & Son, Circus pl, Finsbury circus 
Vincent, Srencar, Inner Temple, Esq. Feb 15, Shepheards, Finsbury circus 
WaADHAMS, JOSEPH, Erdiagton, Warwick, Gent. Feb 15. Olarke & Oo, Bir- 


ming 
Woop, Marra, Fairfield, nr Liverpool. Feb 20. Mason & Grierson, Liverpool 
Woontey, HaroiD, Manchester, Pharmaceutical Chemist. Jan 31. Gartside, 


Manchester 
WORTHINGTON, ANNE, Derby. Feb 28, Sale & Mills, Derby 


London Gaszette.—Tusspay, Jan. 7. 
Brancat, Ropasi, Blackfriars rd. Febi7. Close & Co, Gt Marlborough st 
Boxyp, JoHN PRINGLE, Unies me Old Broad st, Merchant. Feb 28. Greig, 


Abingdon st, Wes' 
DAVIES, me —— sy ‘Glam, retired Publican. Feb2. Liewel'in, New- 


por 
Earte, E. ur LIzABETE, Buxton, Derby. Feb3. Brown & Co, Buxton 


FEETHAM, THOMAS OLIVER, ~~ eee grdns, Notting hill, Beq. Marchi15. Bur- 


rows & Co, Sackville stree 

Guy, Joun, Kemp Town, pres ole Builder. Febiz. Livesay & Co, Brighton 

LANE, THomas Luprorp, Bedminster, Bristol, Gent. Feb 20. Heaven, Bristol 

MATTHEW, JAMuEs, York terr, Regent's park. March 4. Bartlett & Co, Cannon st 

McIntyre, ZEnzas J Onn, Brick ct, Tenge Counsel and Judge of County Courts. 
March 25. Smiles & Co, 

McL&LUAN, Hargrst, Chester, Feb 20. “Moss & Sharpe, Chester 

Patan, weneaam, Lordship rd, Stoke Newington, Gent. Feb 20. Pettiver, 


College hill 
PHILP, yen SaMBELL, Warren st, Fitzroy sqr, Music Smith. Feb 18. Pearce 
& Sons, 8, Giltspur st 


Prttuns, MARY WELCHMAN, Montpelier, Bristol. March 25. Pillers, Bristol 


Powent, Tom, Lhorncombe, Dorset, Farmer. Jan %. Clarke & Lukin, Chard, 
Somerset 








Preston, ALrce, Chorley. Jan 24, Morris, Chorley 


RepMaN, Ropert, Chichester rd, Paddiugt™, retired’ Carpenter. 
Bilney, Tem Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 


Feb 13, 
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SEvGwIcE, JonN, Croydon, Builder. Feb 15. Rowland & Hutchinson, Croydon 


SHIBLEY, JoHN GEORGE, Westbourne gve, Pharmaceutical Chemist. Feb 12. 


& Gardiner, Lincoln’s 
seccanan ane Woking, Surrey. Feb 14. Mossop, Woking 
Taytor, RICHARD WADDILOVE, Southport. Feb 11. Hartley, Settle 
WakEFIELD. THOMAS, Minworth, Warwick, Gent. Feb 3. 
Wollaston, Northampton, Feb 20. 
Parker, Wellingborough 
Wattiscovunt, Baroness, Rt Hon JANK HARRIET CHAPLOTTE, Ham, Surrey. Feb 


11. Hasties & Crawfurd, Lincoln’s ion fields 
WARD, JONATHAN, Albion rd, Dalston, Gent. Feb 20. 


WATERFIELD, THOMAS, Brighton. Feb 14. Sawyer, Brighton 


Watkins. EpmunpD, Landcroft ter, Lordship lane, East Dulwich, Gent. 
Coaks & Co, — 


Warusn,” JOHN, Shoe Manufacturer. 


ILLIAMS, CHARLES 
Feb 6. Dyne & Muller. Bruton, Somerset 
Winston, Heney, Sutton Coldfield, Warwick, Draper. Jan 3!. Holbeche & 
Addenbroke, Sutton Coldfield 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Jan. 10. 


PPLEWHAITE, EDWARD ARCHER, South Pickenham Hall, Norfolk, Esq. April 2. 
Keith & Co. Norwich 
BiakE, JAMES, Ponton Lodge, Sunbury, Gent. Feb 25. Scott, Austinfriars 


Seoqge, Seaman, Harrington rd, South Norwood. Febi. Arkcoll & Cockell, 

‘ooley st 

Brown, ae Cavendizh rd, Brondesbury, Gent. Feb 10. Meynell, Fur- 
t 


val s' 

Somer. a ApyE, Plymouth, Retired Captain R.N. Feb 15. Derry, 
ymou 

CALVERT, PETER, Warrington, Accountant. Feb10. Calvert, Liverpool 


Crort, GEORGE ARTHUR HUTTON, Aldborough Hall, nr Boroughbridge, Yorks, 
sq. Febi. Gray, York 
DEDMAN, JOHN, Colchester, Relieving Officer. Jan 31. Pope & Co, Colchester 


FAtRFAx-CHOLMELEY, THOMAS CHARLES, Brandsby Hall, nr Easingwold, Yorks, 
Esq. Febi. Gray. York 

Frott, CAROLINE, Wood Norton, Norfolk. Feb 14. Grigson & Robinson, 
Watton, S.0., Norfolk 

GAREISON, HARRIET, Tewkesbury, Glos. Feb7, Curtler & Co, Worcester 

Gut, Exiza, Bray, Wicklow, Ireland. Feb28. Davies & Co, Warrington 

Grant, CHARLES WILLIAM, Weston, nr Bath, retired Colonel. Feb 12. 
& Co, Gray’s inn sq 

Hasag, SAROY, Crossland Moor, Huddersfield. Feb 1. Ramsden & Co, Hudders- 

e 
HAYLEY, Maky, Dalton, nr Huddersfield. Febii. Booth & Co, Leeds 
HeatTH, HARRIET LOvisA, Harley st, Bow. Feb2t. Francis & How, Chesham 


Hrvton, WILLIAM SAMUEL, Beckenham, Kent, Coal Merchant. Feb 15. Miller & 
Favile row 


Evans 


Weekes & Co, Bir- | 


= ————8 
Hirst, Joun, Crigglestone, York, Surgeon. March 1. Plews, Wakefield 
Buque, Wit114mM, Ipswich, Accountant. March 1. Gooding & Hy, 
JEFFREYS, EDWARD ALEXANDER, Chapel Allerton, nr Leeis, Ironmaster, 
March 1. Taylor & Co, Bradford 


LANE, MarTINn, Balcome st, South Hackney, Box Maker. Feb 1. Lockyer ¢ 
Dinn, Gresham bldgs, Basinghall st 


| Limp, WILLrAM, Beeston, Nottingham, Gent. Fed 21. Warren, Nottingham 


Assinder, Birmingham 


Mawson, Win11AM, Bradford, Architect. March1. Taylor & Co, Bradford 
MELLORS, SAMUEL, Clowne, Derby, Farmer. Feb7. Coulson, Worksop 
MILNE, OHARLES, Tonbridge, Kent, Esq. Febs. Milne & Milne, Clement’s inn 


| Moors, James, Brushfield st, @pitalfields Market, Potato Salesman. Feb 22, 


Feb 5. | 
og Cleveland gdns, Hyde pk, Clerk in Holy Orders. | 
at 


Betteley, Finsbury circus 
Nasu, JosEPH, Hartford, Chester, Gent. March10. Head, Reigate 


NIxEy, CHARLOTTE, Slough, Bucks, Febi5. Lindsay & Co, Basinghall st 
Nutr«r, JAMES, Beech House, Cambridge, Miller. March 25. Ginn & Matthew, 
Cambridge 


| OUTHWAITE, JOHN, Manor pk, Lee, Kent, Esq. Feb i0. Glynes & Co, Mark lane 


Puan, Fmoetss, pam rd, Peckham, Sign Writer. Febi4, Peckham & Co, 

nig er 8 

PEEL, CHARLOTTE IsABELLA, Ross, Hereford. Feb 27. Small, Burton on Trent 

Rees, The Rev. Davin, Danycraig, Talley, Liandilo. Feb 12. Wainwright & 
Baillee, Staple ion 

Srmpson, JOHN, Liverpool, Carter. Feb10. Rowe & Co, Liverpool 

omy SrrkacHan THOMAs, Morden rd, Blackheath. Jan 31. Robinson & Co,, 

ncoln’ 
STEPHENSON, ANN, Wolverhampton. Jan 22. Saunders Smith, Wednesbury 


SUTCLIFFE, WILSON, Bradford, York. March1. Taylor & Oo, Bradford 
SToKoE, Joun, Hexham, Northumberland, Gent. Feb7. Kirsopp, Hexham 


StTorER, Mary Ayn, Newcastle upon Tyne. Feb 21. Wilkinson & Marshall, 
Newcastle upon Tyae 


Diesy, the Right Hon. Epwarp St VINCENT, Baron, Minterne, Dorset. March 
25. Bennett & Co, Lincoln’s inn 

VERNER, WILFORD CoLz, St Petersbure p], Bayswater, Esq. Jan20. Robia- 
son & Surnbull, Mitre ct chmbrs, Temple 

Youu. Exiza, Ossory rd, Old Kent rd. Feb 10. Watson & Co, Bouverie st, 


Fieet st 


Yue, Sir HENRY, Pen y wern rd, Earl’s Court, Colonel. Marchi. Prior & Co, 
Lincoln’s jon 


WHITE, JOHN, Thorabill, York, Farmer. Feb1. Lodge, Wakefield 

Wwnesm, Ai GrorGE, Bristol, Brassfounder. Feb 28. Bendall, New- 
marke 

WILKINSON, JAMES, Eastern Telegraph Co, Aden, Arabia. Feb 21. A H 
Mackay, Trossacks rd, Kast Dulwich grove 


Wisk, THOMAS ALEXANDER, Thornton, Beulah Hill, Upper Norwood. Jan 3}, 
Robinson & Co, Lincoln’s inn 











BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette—F Ray, Jan, 10. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Asus, F, Carnaby st, Soho, Oil and Colour Man 
High Court Pet Dec 13 Ord Jan7 

BaMBURY, JOHN nmhoe, Devonshire, Butcher 
Exeter PetJan6é Ord Jan8 

BEARDSLEY, AMOS, 
Derby PetJen6 (Orddan 

BowkinG, WALTER, Wolverhampton, 
verhampton Pet Jan7 Ord Jan 7 

BRADFORD, AETHUR LoRD. and HuGH FRANcIS 
SHARPE. Bourremouth, Grocers Poole Pet Jan 
8 Ord Jans 

BRAY, FRxDELICK, Goldsmith grds, Acton, Builder 
Brentford Pet Jan3 OrdJan 3 

Bray, Henry, Horwich, Lancashire, Fish Salesman 
Bolton PetJané Ord Jané6 

BrYABR, JOHN, Ovenden, nr Halifax, Butcher Hali- 
fax Pet Jan4 OrdJan 4 

BRINE, WILLIAM EenEsT, Lambeth walk, Lambeth, 
Baker High Court Pet Jan7 Ord Jan7 

CLARK, WILLIAM, Warwick, Cabinet Maker War- 
wick PetJané Ord Jané6 

Coss, ELIsAn. Walberswick, Suffolk, Fishing Boat 
Owner Gt Yarmouth Pet Jan8 Ord Jans 

Cory, Henry, Lonsdale sq, 
High Court Pet Decié6 Ord J 

Dore, 


business Gt Yarmouth PetJan7 O:d Jan7 
Grats, WILLIAM, Newcastle on Tyne, Builder N2w- 
castleon Tyne PetJan8 Ord Jans 
Gu 


& 

Pet Jané6é Ord Jan 6 

Hart, THomas. Gt Malvern, Draper Worcester Pet 
Jan7 Ord Jan7 


Grocer Wol- 


an7 


Haywoop, yuantes Falnouth, General Dealer Truro 
an | 


Pet Jans Ord 
Hayrwoop & Co, H, Cornbrook, nr Manchester, 
an turers Salford Pet Dec23 Ord Jan 6 
HowLetT, Walker, Hill st, Peckham, Surgeon’s 
Assistant High Court Pet Jané Ord Jané6 
Huaoiss, Wit11aM Ricnarp, Sparsholt rd, Crouch 
= pa Merchant High Court Pet Oct 29 
Iverr, Joun Henry, ford, Fishmonger Bedford 
Pet Jan8 ue con 8 +: Heethits, Bens 
ACKSON, FRED: own yard, Northolt, il 
Windsor Pet Jan 3 Ord Jan 3 25 = 
Jonns, WatTzR Rovcet, Birmingham, Medical Dis- 
penser Birmingham PetJans Ord Jan 8 
LANCAsTER, Tuomas, Leeds, Clothier Leeds 


t-n7 Ord dan7 bis 
LAaWen: Cz, ‘ARD, Weston guper Mare, Butcher 
briugwater Pet Jané Ord Jané 


MH, GmorGs, Derby, Accountant Derb * 
Janu 3 O1d Jan 6 ant — om 


JOSEPH, Gorleston, Suffolk, out of | 


sbury, Solicitor | 


Ilkeston, g etrehine, Grocer | 


| QUINN, 


ENHEIM, WILLIAM, Harrow rd, Clerk High Qvurt | 
e' 


MAILzs, WALTER, Caddington, Herts, Carpenter 
Luton PetJan6é Ord Jané6 

MANN, CHARLES, jun, Chaddesley Corbett, Worces- 
tershire, Market Gardener Kidderminster Pet 
Jan4 Ord Jan4 

MANNING, ELEANOR, Caistor next Great Yarmouth, 
Norfolk, Fishing Boat Owner Great Yarmouth 
Pet Jan7 Ord Jan7 

MARSDEN, Tom, Wyke, nr Braiford, Chemist Brad- 
ford PetJan3 Ord Jan 3 

MURRAY, JOHN, Leeds, Fish Dealer Leeds Pet Jan 
7 Ord Jan7 


Natuan, Mark Jay, Waterloo rd, Surrey, Furrier 
High Court PetJans Ord Jans 

NIcHOLAS, D., Piccadilly, Tailor High OCvurt Pet 
Dec 20 Ord Jan 8 

NogMAN, Robert, Lowestoft, Fishing Boat Owner 
Gt Yarmouth Pet Jans OrdJan8 

PALEY, JOSEPH ROBERT, Billinghay, Lincs, Farmer 
Boston PetJan7 Ord Jan7 

PALMER, WILLIAM THoMas, Gt Yarmouth, Outfitter 
Gt Yarmouth PetJans Ord Jans 

PERKS, Frank Hatterr, Kidderminster, Draper 

Kidderminster Pet Jan2 Ord Jan2 

PHILLIPS, ARTHUR, Barking, Essex, Grocer Chelms- 
ford PetJané Ord Jané 

THomM4s, Popham st, Islington, Builder 
High Court PetJans Ord Jan8 

RAYMENT, ALFRED, Church st, Camberwell, Fish- 
monger High Court PetJans Ord Jans 


READER, ROBERT, Bubdwith, nr Howden. Yorks, 


| SADLER, WILLIAM 


late Innkeeper Kingston upon Hull Pet Jan7 | 


Ord Jan7 
Robextée, RicHARD RoDERICE, Llanberis, Carnarvon - 
shire,Grocer Bangor PetJané Ord Jan6 


| Ropgrtson, Duncan, Pembroke Dock, Boot Manu- 


facturer Pembroke Dock Pet Jan7 Ord Jan7 
Rooke, WILLIAM Henry, Kingswood, Gloucester- 


shire, Boot Manufacturer Bristol Pet Jan 6 
Ord B an 6 


| SHatpers Water Artuor, Gt Yarmouth, Baker 


Gt Yarmouth PetJané Ord Jané6 


| Smapson, JOHN JAOKSON, Blackburn, Shop Manager 


Blackburn Pet Dec21 Ord Jan8 
Stepuens, THowas WittraM, Bufferland, Pembroke 
Dock, Draper Pembroke Dock Pet Jan7 Oru 


an7 

TAYLOR, ROWLAND, Mount Pleasant, Swansea, 
Mason Swansea PetJan6 Pet Jan 6 

Topp, WitLtam Huurorp, Gladstone avenue, Tot- 
‘ , Surgeon Edmonton Pet Dec 5 Ord 
an 


WacHory, Witr1am Henry, Tunbiidge Wells, 
Lodging House Keeper Tunbridge Wells Pet 
Jan7 Ord Jan7 

WHEATLEY, ELLEN, Oatlands Park, Surrey, Butcher 
Kingston, Surrey Pet Jan8 Ord Jan8 

Wicirey, Jounw Bers, Nottingham, Furniture 
Dealer Nottingham Pet Jan7 Ord Jan7 


WILLIAMS, Frep, Leicester, Cab Master Leicester 
Pet Jané6 Ord Jan6 
ILLIAMs, Owen, Craighyfryd, Menai _ Bridge, 
Anglesey, Builder Bangor Pet Jané Ord Jaué 
The following amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette of Jan3. _ 
BARNSLEY, Baszituat, West Bromwich, Haulier 
West Bromwich Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 30 
The following amended notice is substituted for thst 
published in the London Gazette of Jan 7. 
HoLtanD, Haslemere, Surrey, 
Commercial Traveller Guiliford and Godalming 
Pet Jani OrdJani 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


AppIs, FREDERICK, Deal, Kent High Court Janu 2% 
atii 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s ian 

BAMBURY. JOHN, Pinhoe, Devon, Butcher Jan 22 at 
1z Off Rec, 18, Bedford circus, Exeter 

BABNESBY, ALBERT GEORGE, Derby, late County 
Court Clerk Jani7at12 Off Kec, St James's 
chbrs. Derby 


Bissett, WILLIAM CRELLIN, JAMES FRANCIS BISSETT, 
and LAWRENCE COLGRAVE Bissett, Sheffield, 
Builders Janz7at2 Law Society Rooms, Bank 
st, Sheffield 

Bray, Henry, Horwich, Lancs, Fish Salesman Jan 
20at3 16, Wood st, Bolton 

Brear, JouN, Ovend«n. nr Halifax, Butcher Jan18 
atil Off Rec Townhall chbr-. Halifax 

CLABKR, WILLIAM, Fliton, Beds Pig Dealer Jan 17 
at il 8, 8t Paul's eq. Bedford 

Cooper, WILLIAM, aud WALTER CooPzER, Manchester, 
Glass Merchants Janiz7at3 Off Rec, Ogden’s 
chbrs, Bridge at, Manchester : 

CgExzD, GEORGE, Norton Fitzwarren, Somersetshire, 
Biker Jan 18at11.30 Off Kec, 53, Hammet st, 
Taunton 

Guass, WILLIAM. Newcastle on Tyne, Builder Jan 
21 at 2.30 Ost Rec, Pink In, Newcastle on Tyne 

HEW.erT, GEorGE WittaM, Hereford, Fruiterer 
Jan 81at10 2%, Offa st, Hereford 

Humpuery, Henry Jonn, Montpelier sq. Kuights- 
bridge, no occupation Jan23 atit 33, Oarey st, 
Lincoin’s inn . 

Jacoss, HyMAN, Church In, Whitechapel, Furrier 
Jan 22 at 2.20 83, Oarey st. Lincoln's inn 

James, W1LLIAM, Pembroke Dock, Builder Jan 20 
ati2 Temperance Hall, Pemproke Dock 

LAWRENCE, EDWARD, Wesvon super Mare, Butcher, 
Jan 18at2 Kailway Hotel, Weston super Marv 

LercH. GkoRGE, Derby, Accountant Jan 17 at 3 
Otf Rec, 8t James’s chmbrs, Derby 

Manspon, Tom, Wyke, nr Bradford, Manufacturing 
Chemist Jan 20 at 11 Off Rec, 3i, Manor row, 
Bradford 

MoxgGan, Henegy, Goldsworth, Woking, Surrey, no 
occupation Jan 17 at12 No. 16 Room, 80 and 31, 
St Swithin’s In 
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MorrenszALt, HAWN ester, ‘broker’s Assistan’ ‘arm: Pet J Sarre, Feeperic, Plaistow. Essex, Builder High 
anufacturer Jaa mai at 200.0 mg a jan 6. . aw sy Court Pet Dec 14 Ord Jan 9 
Sm a st, Manch Rayment, ALFRED. Church st, Oamberwell, Fish- | STEBRS, JAMES, , Builder Sheffield Pet 
wen, nr Nest, Boot Dealer Jan monger High Court PetJans Ord Jan 8 Dec 10 Ord Jan 


OWEN, 
t 12 PE Dit Rec, 97 Oxford st, Swansea 
78 og ham, out of business Jan 18 


ARR, ELLEN, Notti 
~_ at 12 Off Rec, St Speter’s Church wk, Notting- 


7 

Pavey, OHARLES. Hillfarrence, Somerset, Hawker 
Jan 18at11 Off Rec, 58. Hammet st, Taunto ool 

pgaRsoN, EDWIN ALLEN, Northcote rd, Batters 
Provision peer Jani17 at 3 119, Victoria - 
Westminste 

PEARSON, WILLIAM, Liverpool, Financier Jan 23 at 2 
Off Rec, 85, Victoria st. Liverpool 

RaTcLirFs, RicharD Hiaorns. Ainsdale, nr South- 
port, — Jan 23at 3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, 


RICKEIT + Southampton, Baker Jan 17 at 11 
Off Rec, 4, East st, Sou’ eo 


at Yanneescx. Aston juxta Birmingham, 
Journeyman Grinder Jan at at 11 25, Colmore 


row, 

STUART. PERCY, Sheffield, Carriage Builder Jan 2i at 
10.30 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

Topp, WILLIAM GRANGE, Shipley. nr age 

Asbestos Merchant Jan 24 at 12 33, C arey st, 
Lincoln’s inn 

UrToy, JOSEPH PARKER, Bartholomew rd, Kentish 
Town, Provision Merchant Jan 23 at 12 33, Carey 
st, Lincoln’s inu 

Van PRAAGH, *SAOOB. Jermyn st. Ha ket. Dia- 
— Jan 2%atil Bankruptcy bldgs, 

co! 

VICKERSTAFF, WILLIAM, jun, Ratcliffe on Trent, 

Notts, Baker Jan 21 at 11 Off Rec, St Peter’s 


Chi walk, Nottiogham 
Warts, J. HUNTER, Beething lane, Colour Manufac- 
turer Jan 22at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Lincoln’s 
n 


Jan@iatil Off 
WOoLtSCROFT, gy So 1, Sugar Dealer Jan 21 
at2 Off Rec, st, Live 
ite st, Cook Jan 23 at 2.30 


WrmeEr, WILLIAM tt 

g st, Lincoln’s 
Wrvitt. ARTHUR JOHN, Nottingham, Wine Mer. 
chant Jan 21 ati2 Off Rec, St Peter's Church 
walk, Nottingham 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Sampuny, Joux,  -1 Devon, Butcher Exeter 
et Jan 
— ~ —_, Aye. 3 Ilkeston, Derbyshire, Grocer Pet 
an ans 
7s SamvueEt, Leeds, Wholesale Warehouse- 
Leeds Pet Nov 25 Ord Jan7 
‘Y, HENRY, Horwich, Lancs, Fish Salesman 
ea Rolton Pet Jané Ord Jané6 
ate pam, Halifax, Butcher Halifax Pet Jan 4 


Brink, W Ernest, Lambeth walk, Baker 
High Court at Pebden? ’Ord Jan 7 
aes! 


Cxnns, Tayees BEenJAMIN, Leeds, M 
Dewsb Pet Dec 13 Ord 
Com. EisaH, Walberswick, Suffolk, Fishing Boat 
Owner Gt Yarmouth PetJans Ord Ji 
CRAVEN, JOHN JOSEPH, Barrow in Furness, © Piano 
Maker Barrow in Furness Pet Jan Ord 


Gorleston, Suffolk, late 
Ord 


Jan4 
Dore, THOMAS JOSEPH, 


—— wner Gt Yarmouth Pet Jan 7 

an 

— Water G, late Stanhope grds, Queen’s 
ite, late Officer in H M Army h Court Pet 


Nov 21 Ord Jan 6 
GRIFFITHS, E D, address unknown, Acting Manager 
toa rage Company High Oourt Pet Dec 
an 


Witi1am, Harrow rd, Olerk High 
Court PetJané OrdJan 6 
Hanzt, THomas, Gt Malvern. ee, General Draper 
Worcester Pet Jan7 Ord 
FRANCIS, Fatmouib,. , EES Dealer 
Truro’ Pet ee Ord Jan 
Hoyrees, | Walem. Hill st, ‘Peckham, Surgeon’s 
High Court Pet Jan6é OrdJané6 
er — HENeRY, Bedford, Journeyman Fish- 
monger Bedford Pet Jan8 Ord Jan8 
LEECH, noes Derby, Accountant Derby Pet 
Jan3 Ord Jané 


Rk, Caistor, next Great Yarmouth, 
Boat Owner Gt Yarmouth Pet 
Jan7 Ord Jan7 


Man 
Mvanas, Jone, Leeds, Fish Pot Jan 


- f Dealer Leeds 
NATHAN, MaRK J., Weterioo. rd, Furrier High 
PetJan8 Ord Jan 
Norman, Ropert, Lowestoft, ‘rishing ‘Boat Owaer 
Gt Yarmouth PetJan8 Ord Jan8 
Oram, FREDERICN, Ashwick, Someraet, Carpenter 
Wells Pet Dec23 Ord Jan? 
Owen, RicHagD, Lianfachreth, Aaghny, Chemist 
Bangor + Pet Deo 28 Ord Jan 
PaLMER, WILLIAM ‘THOMAS, Gt _ Outfitter 
Gt Yarmouth Pet Jans Ord Jan8 
Parry, Henry, Capel onshire, Grocer 
nee, Somerset, Hawker 


READE ROBERT. Bubwith, Howden. Yorks, late 
Innkeeper Dhinten tate Hull PetJan7 Ord 


Jan7 
ROBERTS, Ropexickg, Lianberis, + “eM 


RICHARD 
sbire, Grocer Bangor Pet Jan6é Ord Jaa 6 
Rog, Waa SLEA’ ket Harborough, B: 


SHALDERS, WALTER only ‘on Yarmouth, Baker 

Gt Yarmouth Pet Jané Ord Jané 

SIMPSON, JOHN JACKSON, Blackburn, ~~~ Manager 

Blackburn Pet Deci7 Ord Jan 

ame Roianp, Swansea, Mason ee Pet 
Jan6é Ord Jané 


WuHirT -sedles B., Mark i Merchant High Court 
Pet Nov 2i Ord Jan 7 

WItttaMs, OWEN. Menai Bettas, Anglesey, Builder 
Bangor Pet Jané Ord Jan 


The romans amended notice is substituted for that 
oy ee ingen ada Jan. 3. 
ceumee BARz: West eo my Haulier 
West Bromwich oh Pet Dec28 Ord J: 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Jan. 14. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

ARKWRIGHT. WILLIAM THOMAS, Blackburn, Stone- 
mason Blackburn Pet Jan10 Ord Jan 10 

Austen, THoMAs OaLToN, Pluckley, Kent, Farmer 

Canterbury Pet Dec 30 Ord Jan 10 

BAKER, ALFRED, Hertford rd, Lower a 

tad Farmer Edmonton Pet Jan Ord 
an I 

Bastow, LIONEL OHARLES, Newark upon 
fo rmerly Brewer Nottingham Pet Jan wo "Ord 

an 


BENTLEY. RICHARD, igues, Wheelwright 
Lge Pet J Ord Jan 


BETTINSON, W Bat ‘OMAS, ‘a High 
Janie Chemist Greenwich Pet Jan 10 ost 


es i Pet Jan 7 Ord Jan 
Da JOsBPH, Ferndale, Builder Ponty- 
pridd PetJans Ord Jan8 


DuckworTH, WALTER HIND: Blackburn, Timber 
me ae Hadleigh, “Bult nee Tie need 
EB, juffolk, cen 

mm, Many — io » rom bag LM 

Y 
Keeper York Pet Jan it 0 Ord Jan 11 
GOLDING, JOHN PORCH, Seneerers. ur Birmingham, 


ent Birmin 9 
REEN, Mary [ouisa, ‘baston, Warwick. Dairy 
rmingham Pet Jan il 


ce Saleswoman 
, Blaby, Leics, - of business 
anil Ord Jan 


rack] Northampton. 
—— Banbury . Pet 


LEY, ARTHUR WILLIAM Mogris, Cheltenham 
moe _ aye Ge Gay Cheltenham Pet lec 
o———, Guantas Sr. Vixoxwr, Bury st, St James’s, 
ion High Court Pet Jan9 Ord Jan9 
JouNGTON, Ja AMES, Leeds, Joine ase Leeds Pet Jan 11 
JO. ‘Gnona! Basio ke, Hants, Clerk in H 
"Gokess Winchester Jan i Ord Jan 11 - 
in, JaMEs, Heaton Norris, Lancs, Common Carrier 
Pet Jani@ Ord Jan 10 


bldgs, Basiaghall st 
mm Hig Wicustes Gees Ord Jan ii” 
NG, JOHN BARTON ester, 's Manager 
Winchester Pet Janii Ord Jan 11 
Lamb’s Conduit st, Hol 


LUPONE, JOS&PH, olborn, 
Warehouseman High Court Pet Jan 6 
Ord Jan it 
MessaGg, STEP: ogs, ker Lewes 
and bourne Pet Dec3 Ord o- Mae 


Leods, Sermerty lerk Leeds 

Le aes Se Leeds Pet Jan 9 

Moore, Jong, Ey Fruit Merchant Sheffield 
Pet Dec 12 Jang 


MORRIS, , IR ERNEST, Bolten, Private Tutor 
owealte ton I Pot Jan 9 Ord Jan 


THORSTEN. rr Victoria 

NOM, Crvl Hngincer High Court Pet Jan 10 Ord 

\ and James Brook, Leeds, 

iy Pet Janil Ord Jan ti 

Parry, HENRY, Li Master Mariner Liver- 
pool Le ba 10 Ord Jan 10 

PRIESTLEY, va, Machine Dealer Halifax 

Pet Jan M, Jan 10 


i Builder 


wy Pet Dec 7 Ord Jan 
Spee Lasaey Be 5, North Eni 
High 


IN, SAMUEL 
rd, West Kensington, , Retired 
Court Pet Jan9 Jan 9 


Quiz, Zuo 


BurForD, Wiliam, Gt Gripahy. Fisherman Qt 
Grimsby Pet Jan 9 Ord Jan 
CALLENDER, WILLIAM. Lan port, Grocer 


SUNDERLAND, yous * epwanp, Akro: 
Waste 
WAKEFIELD 


ydon, Halifax, 
Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 10” 
WILLIAM, e, General Carrier 
Canterbury Pet Jan10 Ord Tan 10 


The following amended notice is eubettinted for that 
blished in Gazette of Dec 


pub! the London St. 
Woop, FEtix. in Surbiton, Surrey. 

Kingston Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 23 

in ge oe 
HENRY, born st, Bow. Provision 
ce 38, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


BALE, JOHN SNow MANLEY, Upper Tooting, Surre 
f 's Assistant iP sen 22 at 3 119, 
Victoria st. 


Bags! U. MonrtTaGus, Wimbledon, 
tain’ Jan a at 12 ee ’s1, Bt 


APPLETON, 


B Swithin’s lane 
Jan bet at 3 8 io Hores Hotel, 
ee Tailor Jan 3i at 10 
Banesy, Soman, Bl 
Jan 21 “> ye acy, ony Wig Bedee 
WRING, a ctvstgmote. | Grocer Jan 
28 at 11.30 OF Ree St Peter’s clo:e, Wolver- 


hampton 
BrapFrorD, ARTHUR LORD, and HuGH Francis 
SHARP Grocere 


High Holborn Jan 22 at 12.45 
CALLENDER, JAMES ITLLIAM, Hants, 
Grecee, Jan 27 at 3.30 166, Queen 
OLaRrke, WILLIAM, Warwick, Cabinet Jan it 
atil Off Reo, 17, erttord et, Coven 
Coss, Exisan, Wal Boat 
Coot en Jan 22at2.45 Suffolk Hotel » Lowestoft 
K, 


THEODORE, late Pierrepoint rd, Ac’ 
Switha’s lane Jana at iL No 16 Room, 30 and 31, St 


DAVIES, Tous, Fe Glam, Grocer Jan 23 at 

12 Of Rec, thyr 

Dgan, fous, ses “gnats Abtenars, ALL Bran paves 
Coal Merchants Jan@%ati2 Off Rec, 35, 

Victoria at, 


, WILLIAM, rome . Kent, Ruilder Jan 23 
= 79, Victoria st, 
Taomas J 


Beack Ownet wan 3% at 11.30 Off Hen 8 Kine 
Ct 1 
EAaps, ie ite Licensed 
sotis Teenie Weta, 
House mere — ork 
Comeeny Jan 29 at 12 33, Carey 


GrRiFFiTHs, E 
to a Theatris inn fields 
’s 
New ot, Bishopsrate st, Oom- 
an 38 at 11 38, Oarey st, Lin- 


mercial 
coln’s inn fields 
outh, General Dealer Jan 


wey y te) oy 
22 at 12.30 Off wen st, Truro 
Hoty. inv. Epwix, New Bond St, ‘Teacher of 
Jan 29 at 2.30 a et 
JERVIS, Devon, Gent 
Jan 3 at tf on k -—: st, Taunton 
NES, WILLIAM AMBROSK, r, Carnarvonshire, 
binet Maker Jan 22 at 2.30 Off Rec, Crypt 
LEeGGETT, ORLANDO, Ips Boues Tap Manu- 
facturer Yen scatit iy 


, CHARLES, the Corbett, 
Worcs Market Gardener Jan 21 at 1245 Miller 


MARSHALL, JOHN OOBBETT, Kingston on Thames. 
Grocer San 23 at 11 Cannon st st Hotel . 
Monson, HENRY = we. Sees Ct Jan 
emsn, henna tare Fiehing Bost Owner 
Jan 2$at3 Suffolk Hi Lowestoft 
Patmsr, WILLIAM Yarmouth, Outfitter 
Jan % at 12 On Fea, > st, Norwich 
APPIN, > James st, Gray’s inn rd, 
law Soemenet Jan 2% at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lin- 
"3 
Frank Hatterr, Kidderminster, Draper 
russ Lie, ah Jan 23 at 
3 Off Rec, Merthyr 


— = he Dealer Jan 22 
ci Giant Wi: orcester, National School 
- mzox, Jonas, lant, W Thomas erage 
Manufacturer eras ridge tag 
Gt Yarmouth, Baker 


J yn Off Reo, 8, st, N 
wan ‘OSES. green rd, Boot Manufacturer 
“Tan $3 at 12 


seoanapen a gerade, 


ame ee Ay CT Off Halifax 


SwrViogunler dan 3 Jan 21 at il ‘On Ree 3 


Tavson RowsanD, Swancea, Mason Jan 24 at 12 ~ 
Reo, 97, Oxford st, Swansea 
Tottenham, 


, Harry, Seven Sisters rd, 
Joiner Jan 22 at 11 Ne we hose, hae 
Swithin’s lane 

Harrky GrRuzerer, Agincourt rm, 








Pet Dec 31 Ord Jan 6 
Pavey, 
ton Pet Jan 8 cat Jan 8 
Pyman, EpGar Brics, N orth Denes, Gt Yarmouth, 


Rooks, WILLIAM FR&SDERICE, 
‘Timber Merchant Kingston ete ond 


Jan i 


eater eee 


ORBITS ee 5 


; 
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‘ 
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Sees, Gent Jan 29at11 33, Carey st, Lin- 

co 

West. JOHN ae Teeetas, Louth, Lincs,Grocer Jan 21 at 

1130 Off Rec, Haven st, Gt Grimsby 

WIGtEY, JoHN Nottinghem, Furniture 
De Jan 22 << 11 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church 
walk, Nottingha 

WItiaMs. Frep. Lelecoter, Hack Master Jan 21 at 

-_ 1280 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 

Winson, THOMAS, ne Suffolk, Miller Jan 21 

 at12 Off Rec, Ipswi 


pono 
Carnaby + Le ue Oil Man High Court 
et beets Ord 


—_ ALFRED, ee ettond rd, Lower Edmontn. 
ly Farmer Edmonton Pet Jani0 Ord 


bo 10 
BENTLEY, RICHARD, Blackley, Lancs, Wheelwright 


Manchester PetJan9 Ord Jani 
BENzON, * ear st, > al Gent High 
Court Ord Jan 1 
BE Ny icone THOMAS, ; High rd, 


— Chemist Gresarwiok Pet Jan 10 Ord 


Bowne. WALTER, Wolverhampton, Grocer Wol 
verhampton Pet Jan7 Ord Jan 10 

Boyie. WILLIAM aM gerd Daaer Mertbyr 
Tydfil Pet Dec 13 Ord Jan 

BRANSTON. FREDERICK ioomee a Crooked 
Jane, Engineer’s Millwright High Court Pet 


me. Ord Jan 10 
ILLIAM, oe pe ome Fisherman Gt 


RD, WILLIAM, 
 Grlinsby Pet Jan 
JAMES Whaaee aE * ents, 
rocer ratenat PetJan7 Ord Jan7 
CLouGH, 'JAMEs, e Hill, nr Burnley, Farmer 


Dhol Ord Jan 11 
” Surrey, Butcher 


Att SRANOKER, Liver- 
Coal Merchants Tovepeak Pet Jan3 Ord 


+ 
WELL, W: > , Kent, Builder Croy- 
isd Pet Deo B Ord Jan Suffolk, Li a 
° 0) cens 
Victualler Ipswich Pet Dec 24 Ord Jan7 


a Mary Ameria, Low Lodging 
ggg al York Pet Jan 11 ond Jun 
F. Monta Warnfori ct, Btockbroker 


0 
Fyrsg, James, 8t Stephen’s chmbrs, Telegraph st. 
—— High Court Pet Oct 16 Ord 


Jan 
Garry, Hewny, Live: 
d Jan 


a. Pet Jan 10 
TLLIAM HENRY. Pembroke Dock, Haulier 
“"ondeebe Dock Pet Decii Ord Jan 8 
RANIOCHSTAEDTEN, JOSEPH, and SAMUEL WAtr’ 
late of Manchester, Managers in the employ ry a 
Limited:Company Manchester Pet Dec 13 
Ord Jan 10 


GREWOOCK, JAMES, Biaby, out of business Leicester 
Pet Jani1 Ord Jan +44 


ool, Mester Mariner Liver- 


Clerk in Holy 

Ord Jan 7 

Harrer, WALTER JOHN Morice Town, 
7 , Saddler East Stonehouse Pet Nov 


Dec 20 

Hass. JAMES, ;, Musical Instrument 

neue ae Lg “ark Nee a 
NES, ¥ CRANE, B ley, Northampten- 

Mineral Moe ad Manufacturer Banbury 

Pet Jan9 Ord Jan 

RIcHARD some Castle et, Lon 
Licensed Victualler High Court’ Pet Now 12 
Ord Jan 10 

JERVIS, CHARLES ST VINCENT, Bury st, St James’s, 
mot no occupation High Court Pet Jan 9 Ord 

JERVIS, ‘Boor, Newport, Barnstaple, Devon, Gent 

Pet 18 Ord J 0 


an 
JouNsTON, JAMES, Leeds, Joiner Leeds Pet Jan 11 
Ord Jan 11 
omAs, Leeds, Clothier Leeds Pet 
Jan7 Jan 10 


—_: JAMES. Heaton No cs, Common Car- 
rier Stockport Pet jae Goa Ord ‘Jan 10 











LEGGeTtT, ORLANDO, Ipswich, Mouse ee Manufac- 
turer Ivswich Pet Jan4 Ord 
LEsTER HENRY, Bow lane, ed Merchant High 
Court Pet Dec9 Ord Jan 
Lone, WALTER BERNARD, late St Alban’s cres, O:an- 
brook pk, Wood Green, Stockj »bber High Court 
Pet Dec3 Ord Jan 10 
MAItes, WALTER, Crptingiece, Herts,- Carpenter 
Luton Pet Jané6é Ord Jan 
MrTcaett, JOHN CHARLES. “Hertford rd, Lower 
he Butcher High Oourt Pet Dec 9 
r 9 
Moongy, JOHN. Leeds, late Olerk in the Teeds 
a. Engineer’s Office Leeds Pet Jan 9 
ct an 
Morris, FREDERICK ERNEST, paren, Private Tutor 
Bolton PetJan9 Ord Jan 10 
OLDFIELD, Witti1aM, and JAmMes Broox, Leeds, 
Printers Leeds Pet Janit OrdJan It 
PRIESTLEY, JAMES, Halifax, Machine Dealer Halifax 
Pet Jani0 Ord Jan 10 
REMMINGTON. SAMUEL LinpsAy Moor, North Ead 
rd. West Kensington. Retired Major in the Army 
High Court Pet Jan9 Ord Jan 9 
Rossiter, Tuomas, Flint st, Walworth, Sawdust 
Contractor High Court Pet Nov 11 Ord Jan 10 
SyMEs, JOHN JAMES, High st, Camden Town, Pro- 
by Merchant Hizh Court Pet Dec3i Ord 
an 
WAKEFIELD, WILLIAM, Folkestone, Souet Carrier 
Canterbury oem 8 Ord Jan 1 
WAIL, Jouy, Farfield, mT Yorks, Farmer 
Bradford perteld, 
Wictry, Joun Betts, Nottingham, Presaitane 
Dealer Nottingham PetJan7 Ord Jan 
YoOurLtTEN, WILLIAM, Finsbury oa Architect "High 
Court’ Pet June4 Ord Jan 9 


The following amended notice is substituted for 
that published ia the London Gazette of Jan. 7. 


Woop, Fetrx, Surbiton, Surrey, Cycle Dealer 
Kingston, Surrey Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 3t 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


AsHupy, Francis Henry, Anerley, Surrey, Coal 
es Croydon Adjud Feb 15 Annul 
ec 5 


R. INDERMAUR (assisted he Mr. 
THWAITES) continues to Read with 
Students at his Chambers, 22 mcery: 
Particulars, F mag gO or - letter ; see also dates 
of classes, in each month’s “Law Students’ 
Journal.” Olasses for each Solicitors’ Final and 
Intermediate and Bar Final Examinations, and 
Pupils also received for Private and Postal Pre- 
paration. 

NoTE.— Students reading with Mr. Indermaur have the 
use of a Set of Rooms at his Chambers for study during 
the day and the use of his Library ~y without extra See. 
See further particulars in *‘ Law S’udents’ Journat,” 
also past results. Mr. Indermoaur hae now prepared 11 
winners of the ist prize at the Solicitors’ Final, 


AW. — Re engagement required by a 
young Solicitor as Comseyoncns and General 
Clerk; large town preferred; hard worker; total 
abstainer salary mod oderate.—B., Henknowle, Bishop 














AW.—Solicitor's Office.—Junior Wanted 

(not apg 2 knowledge Company Work, 

Shorthand.—M., “ Solicitors’ Jourpal” Office, 27, 
sar tiacleonat 


SOLICITOR (Admitted over 12 years) 

with a varied experience, including town 
country practice, requires an Engagement to Manage 
either a eral Business or a Department (Convers 
ancing preferred) ; excellent testimonials.— Address, 
8. W., _ Chancery-lane. 














QOLICITOR (24) desires Clerk-hip, Oon- 
an pag om or se or Ay yA moderate 
> 8 
murs, Solicitors? Journal” Offive, 27, Ohanoespe 
lane, W 


O SOLICITORS. —Wanted, a firm of good 

standing for au important Financial Dompany 
ones very attractive features; must be 
Lady vmey J for at least £500 of Founders 

Shares.—Address, Box 1,970, care of Lindley Jones & 
Co,’s Advertising Offices, 46, Watling-street, E.C. 


HNGROSSING OLERK WANTED ; must 
be an expeditious writer, well versed ia i= 

forms, and been last situation at least 2 

salary. £2 weekly.—Address, stating qualifications’ 

to R. Jomns, eq), 17, Westbonrne-terrace North, W. 


OOKS souvent, —To Masontann, 8 Soliei. 


18, &¢.—-HENRY SOTHERAN 
te . PURCHASE LIBRA kins 


Strand, and 36. 

or smaller re bs of Books, in town cr country, 

PROBATE. “Hxperionced valuers ‘promptly seat. 
v m0) sen: 

Sees og without trouble or expense No sellers, 

Established 1816. Telegraphic Address, Bookmen, 


London, Code in use, Unicode, 














ig you want Money without Seniveainn 

£10 to £1,000—before applying elsewhere see Mr. 
oO. as personally it possible, 43, Great Tower- 
atre 








JNO. STEVENSON & COWPER, 


MIDDLESBROUGH, 
VALUERS OF IRONWORKS, MIN&S, AND OOLLIERIES. 
Partnerships and Sales and Purchases negotiated. 


Middlesbrough Corporation 3 per Cent. Debenture 
Stock: prospectuses on application. 


Telegrams, “ Iron.” 


SEAL ENGRAVING 
ECCLESIASTICAL, CORPORATE, & HERALDIC, 


BOOK-PLATES IN MEDILZVAL AND MODERN 
STYLES DESIGNED AND ENGRAVED. 


THOMAS MORING, 
First Avenue Hotel Buildings, High Holborn, W.C ° 
Telephone No, 2,730, 
Seals for Companies Engraved and fitted to Presses. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE eS MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL Sains 


To Her Majes lor, the Whole of 
the J udicial Bench, Gon Corporation of f London, &e. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, te ks. 
ss and Clerks of the Peace. aa, 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY AND CLeReY GOWNS, 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 

















THELAW GUARANTEE& TRUST SOCIETY, 


SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL, £1, 000, 000. 
Head OFrice: 9, Serle-strect, Lincoln’s-inn, London. 


The Hor. BARON POLLOCK. 
Mr. JUSTICE KAY. 


© Hon. 


Fa FIDELITY GUARANTEES, given on 


behalf of Clerks, Cashiers, 
; also Bonds on behalf ot Trustees in Bankruptcy, Liqui- 


LIMITED. 





TRUSTEES : 


PAID-UP CAPITAL, £100,000. 
‘General “Manager and Secretary, THOS. R. RONALD. 


The Hon, Mr. JUSTICE D. 
The Hon. Mr. JUSTICE GRANTH AM. 


OBJECTS OF Maree 


DEBENTURES and BANK DEPOSITS insured. 
V.—TRUSTEES FOR DEBENTURES, &c, The Society acts as Trustee 


and others 
dators wants Receivers under the High Court, and all persons holding Government | for Debenture and other 
appointments, where req V1L.—TRUSTEESHIP. The Society is also .aleonespoant to be appointed Trustee 
1—LUNACY COMMITTEES’ ted. either in existing Trusts or in those to be hereafter created. 
B.— orig ot _ — into at moderate rates. ee gn . ait Fe oo. ) 
IIl.—MORTGAGE INSURANCES effected. VILI.—CONTRAOTS GU. (as to ‘ine > - SR 


* Hor farther particlars apply to the Head Ofte, as sbove, oF to any of th Branches ~ 


Crry: 9, St. Mildred’s-court, Poultry, E.C, MANCHESTER : 51, King-street. LIVBRPOOL: 6. Yo:k- 
; BRISTOL ; 81, Clare-strect EDINBURGH : 68, George-street, GLASGOW : 18, 


, 14, Dale-street. BIRMINGHAM: 104, Colmore-row: 





Jan, 25 
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